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WORK ETHIC: MATERIALISM AND THE
AMERICAN FAMILY

TUESDAY, MARCH 2, 1982

o
U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGING, FAMILY AND HUMAN SERVICES,

: CommitTeE ON LaBorR AND HumaN RESOURCES,

. Washington, D.C.
The subcommittes met, pursuant to notice, in room 4232, Dirk-
sen Senate Office’ Building, commencing at 10:15 a.m., Senator
Jeremiah Denton (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Przzent: Senator Hatch (the chairman), and Senator Denton.

Senator DENTON. Good morning.

The hearing of the Subcommittee on Aging Family and Human
Services will come to order.

We are fortunate to have our distinguished chairman of the
Labor and Human Resources Committee, Senator Orrin Hatch
from Utah, who needs, of eourse, no introduction.

I want to acknowledge his leadership of an extremely difficult
committee. And you can understand the derivation of the term
“difficult” if you were to look at the make up of this committee
which Senator Hatch chairs. He has tremendous responsibilities
and he has overcome great handicaps in making the best of ex-
tremely difficult circumstances.

He also shares a tremendous interest in the issues under the jur-
isdiction of this subcommittee which he has privileged me with

-

. chairing, particularly the issue of family which we are addressing

this morning. ,

So, it is with pleasure the. I wurn the microphone over to our
chairman. ‘

I understand that som:s of the early witnesses here are from
Utah.

Senator Hatch.

Senator Harcn. Thank you, Senator Denton.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate you on your continuing efforts to
highlight family life, and to continue to direct our attention to the
importance of maintaining a strong and healthy family atmosphere
in America.

Mr. Chairman, we have a cohort of family scholars who are na-
tionally recognized as leaders in their fields. Two of these experts
are from Utah and are with us this morning: Dr. Wesley Burr and
Dr. Brent Miller.

Dr. Burr is professor of family sciences and sociology at Brigham
Young University. He is also director of the Family Living Center
()
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at the university. Dr. Burr is the immediate past president of the
Utah Council on Fumily Relations, and he is currently president of
the National Council on Family Relations. The National Council on
Family Relations Is a major organization of family scholars, re-
starchers and educators in America. D.. Burr has written numer-
ous articles and books on family life, among other things.

Dr. Brent Miller is associate professor of Family and Human De-
velopment at Utah State University. He is on the board of direc-
turs of the National Council on Family Relations. and is on the edi-
torial board of the Journal of Marriage and the Family. He has
done family research, and published numerous articles and chap-
ters relating to family siudy. Most recently he has conducted some
very interesting and important research on teenage pregnancy in
Ctah, in an attempt to determine differences in background and
famiily life for teens who are sexually active, from teens who are
not. :

Mr. Chairman, I brought a copy of his work on teenage pregnan-
¢y which I have autugraphed for you and I would like you to have
because of your great work in this area.

| know the chairman has a particular interest in adolescent preg-
nancy, and I have enjoyed working together with him on our ado-
lescent family life program which was adopted by the Congress last
vear. I think that was a step in the right direction.

$o, Mr. Chairman, I am happy to give you that copy of Dr. Mill-
er's study, which I know you will find interesting.

I might mention that another old friend I see out in the audience
here is Dr. Carlfred Broderick. We have been friends for many,
many, years. We are happy to welcome you to the committee too.

I am sure that the chairman is going to enjoy the testimony of
all three of you as well as the other excellent witnesses here today.

So, it is a pleasure to welcome you to the committee and I am
glad [ could be here for these few minutes. I have to excuse myself
because of .he Judiciary Committee markup and then the markup
on the Budget Committee, I have three other places actually be-

. cause the Small Business Committee is holding hearings right now

as well.
So, with that, I appreciate you letting me go first and introduce
my fellow Utahans, and, of course, express my regards to Carlfred.
Mr. Chairman, I am proud of you and I am proud of what you
are duing in these hearings. They are long overdue. Just keep it up.
[Opening statement of Senator Hatch follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT Ok SENATOR IATCH

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate you on your continuing efforts to
highlight fumily life, and to continue to direct our attention to the
importance of maintaining a strong and healthy family atmosphere
in America. Today's hearing is particularly important because it fo-
cuses on the values which we associate with families, and serves as
4 reminder that in our other pursuits in life we must still evaluate
vur prugress by hearkening back to our families as a touch stone.
One of our great leaders in Utah in this century was David O.
McKay, forme: president of the “Mormon” church. He was fond of
saying, ""No uvther success can compensate for failure in the home.”

)
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In some ways I feel that this is a message around which our hear-
ing this morning.will focus.

I am proud to say that Utah is known nationally as a State
which emphasizes the importance of family life, even in these
times of personal stress and social change. There are many forces
at work which may threatéen family stability.

Divorce rates have skyrocketed during the past decade. They are
currently higher than at any previous time and show no signs of
significant decline. However in 1979 the number of marriages in
the United States was higher than at any other time in the Na-
tior’s history. Although marriage rates have declined among youn-
ger never-married females, remarriage rates among previously di-
vorced individuals remains high. The desire to marry, and to live
in a family situation remains strong across the broad cross section
of American society.

Mean desired family has declined during the past decade, but the
desire to have and raise children continues to be almost universal.
As fertility rates decline we are moving toward a more stable popu-
lation. Smaller numbers of children coupled with a strong desire
for children may mean a larger investment in parenting and devel-
oping a stable family life. .

One of the significant sources of potential stress on the family is
in the economic arena. Median family income increased during the
1970’s by about 7 percent; however, after adjustment for inflation,
real family income declined about 5 percent. This is the greatest
decline since the end of World War II. With many families faced
with experiencing a real decrease in standard or living, there has
been a significant movement of married women into the work
force. In 1980 over half of the women of working age are in the
work force this includes 52 percent of all wives with children. I
note in passing, however, that working women with preschool chil-
dren are only about 6 percent of the total work force.

Significant nurabers of youth remain unemployed and unemploy-
able. This problem is magnified in urban areas and among minor-
ity populations. On the other end of the age spectrum, as fertility
rates decline the median age of the population will continue io rise.
When mandatory retirement age requirements are reevaluated,
larger numbers of older Americans will be remaining at work.

It is against this background that I welcome the opportunity to
work with my distinguished colleague from Alabama, who chairs
this hearing this morning, as we explore family life today. I look
forward to learning from our witnesses, and I look forward to cor
tinued collaboration with Senator Denton in discovering ways our
Nation’s families can be strengthened.

Senator DeEnTON. Well, it has been a great pleasure to come up
here and join you, Mr. Chairman, in a cause which is just as much
a vital issue as our defense and our economiic problems. And it is
only through your courageous support that the Adolescent Family
Life Bill passed your committee unanimously last year, represent-
ing a reversal, in a certain sense, of the trend in Government in-
volvement in the family, which you and I are very happy to see
take place.
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I want to thank you for that and thank you for the book. I am
sure | and my staff will learn a great deal from Dr. Miller and we
look forward to hearing Dr. Miller's testimony this morning as well
as reading his book.

I know you have a busy day.

Thank you.

[Whereupon, the chairman, Senator Hatch, left the hearing.]

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR DENTON

Senator DENToN. It is unusual to compliment one’s staff at the
beginning of a hearing, but the witnesses whom have been brought
together, the subject matter which is being examined this morning,
the emphasis, the focus away from some of the other points of em-
phasis which have been all too prevalent to those which have been
put together this morning, make me feel as if this may be one of
the most significant hearings I will participate in as a Senator.

So, not only do I want to congratulate those staff members of
mine who have put this together, I want to congratulate those of
you who are here this morning and thank the witnesses for
coming.

So, to say the leest 1 am pleased to be chairing this hearing on
the work ethic: Materialism and the American family.

I want to say parenthetically that the choice of that title deliber-
ately addresses one side of the work ethic and famil: relationship
biasing this discussion, more in the direction of the materialistic
aspect because there has been sufficient, perhaps more than suffi-
cient, emphasis on the need for dual wage earners in the family.
We are going to take a look at the limits of that need and what the
tradeoffs are this morning, looking at it from the standpoint of two
extremes of the problem.

We will examine the complex subject of stresses on the nodern
family, particularly those occasioned either directly or indirectly by
the attractions of the work force and by the demands of the work
force. We will actually be viewing the problem from the two ex-
tremes: First, a situation of dual wage-earning parents and the
effect of Lhat situation on family relationships, and, second, dealing
with the other extreme, the nonworking recipient of public assist-
ance within the family context.

Between these two extremes are many different arrangements,
especially including the widespread situation in which a single
parent, capable of supplying economic sufficiency to himself or her-
self and the children, is the single and successful breadwinner for
the family while also fulfilling the parental role. I have, of course,
nothing but admiration for that breadwinner because he or she has
no choice. But for a useful simplicity of approach and to take care
of the dearth of emphasis in this area, we are going to deal with
the two extremes around that subject area.

It is not a simple issue. Inflation has certainly taken its toll on
the purchasing power of today's household. There is no doubt that
we must turn the economy around to improve the situation, espe-
cially for those most hard hit, the poor of this country.

On the other hand, there are those in this society who strive to
live in a certain extravagance which requires both parents in the
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family .to work. I am not talking about those dual wage-earning
families that must have both father and mother working simply to
survive or to enjoy what one might consider as a certain condition
of dignity. In essence the word “survive” means ali those things.
But ['am referring to a notion that is frequently promoted by much
of the media, namely the consumer syndrome that we have, which
more or less amounts to “more is better.”

I am concerned that the integrity of the family is being compro-
mised by the drive to “get ahead.” I am concerned that many fami-
lies in their quest for an ever-higher material standard of living
are making tradeoffs which, in the long term, may not strengthen,
but weaken, the family as a unit. These tradeoffs are to forego time
with their children and husband or wife in order to obtain that
second income.

Today 45 percent of all mothers with children vnder the age of &
are working outside the home. This rate has tripled in three dec-
aldes, and during that time it has increased most among the middle
class.

Are children who have all the material benefits of both parents’
incomes, but little time with their parents, really better off?

From the suicides of wealthy people, it seems to be proved that
money cannot purchase better human beings, cannot purchase hap-
piness, perhaps especially it cannot purchase happy children.

We may be losing sight of what makes human beings human,
what makes them happy. What makes human beings really human
and not animals is the passage of love and the need to love and
communicate that love and the need to receive it in kind. This
cannot be bought thoroughly in the day-care program no matter
how much money the Government pours into it. For the all-irrpor-
tant responsibility of rearing children, there has never been a soci-
ety on Earth which has found a substitute for the family.

In that regard, I hope those of you who happen to disagree with
this approach will keep in mind some of the indirect results which
we will not address today, but which might be established as re-
sults of unhappy or nonfunctioning families. There is not only the
juvenile crime rate, but the adult crime rate; the fact that only
one-eighth of our youth have got enough sense of responsibility to
register for the draft; the fact that we have so much drug addic-
tion; the fact that we have so much loss of drive in terms of the
work ethic.

The welfare system, day-care centers, juvenile delinquency insti-
tutions, cannot substitute for the family in raising a child.

Many of the family's historical responsibilities have recently
been assumed by the state. The enormous growth of our welfare
state is recent in the history of this Nation. The strength of Ameri-
can society has come from families’ awareness that they are work-
ing together and helping one another. Parents took care of their
own children and later in their lives their children took care of
them. What might be called the modern welfare state has removed
much of that awareness of loving and being loved and working to-
gether and has removed much of the sense of responsibility. Chil-
dren no longer have the privilege of caring for their parents and
dmany parents, it seems, would like the state to care for their chil-

ren.
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I have had personal experience with that. When the upper
middle class students at the Armed Forces Staif College grew ac-
customed to the Defense Department paying for day-care centers,
some of their those wives weren't going out and working. Now, not
all of them were this way, but tﬁele was a minority that were.
They were going out and playing golf or playing bridge or having a
noon cocktail party.

I am not talking about the people in need. I am talking about the
people who are losing a sense of responsibility, of self-accountabil-
ity, of accountability for their children.

My concern about our current welfare program is twofold:

First, there is much evidence that, on balance, instead of
strengthening the American family, it weakens it;

Second, it weakens our national economy.

Social welfare programs now consume more than 30 percent of
the Federal budget. In 1960 it was less, well less than 30 percent.
Outlays for these programs have more than tripled in the last 10
years, rising from $104.6 billion in 1972 to $364.2 billion in 1982,

President Reagan has proposed transferring many welfare pro-
grams back to the States. My State’s Governor, Governor Fob
James of Alabama, a Democrat, has said that the States should
take over more of this responsibility because they can provide serv-
ices better and mor2 cheaply at the tate level. He believes that if
the people of an individual State see a real need, they would rather
give the same tax dollar to the State government rather than the
Federal Government because the State can give them a better
product for 60 cents or 70 cents to the dollar. In any event, mis-
managed or wasteful spending at either the Federal or State level
damages the economy.

They are using terms of “mismanage or wasteful spending.” We
are not saying spending that is needed. After all, you have to judge
a government, particularly a democratic wealthy country by the
quality of care it gives to its poor and needy. I am not questioning
that. I am talking about wasted or mismanaged money and we
can’t afford it now with the deficit we have.

In addition to weakening our economy, a consequence of this un-
controlled spending has been to make millions of families wards of
the state. Without these excesses, many of the families now de-
pendent on the Government would have been self-reliant. We actu-
ally create incentives for people not to work. The absolute econom-
ic necessity of our times is, where possible, to reinstill self-reliance,

Parts of our federally sponsored welfare programs are designed
in such a way that poor people who choose to work have less
income than if they had depended entirely on Federal aid. And in
this respect, although I am united with our President, I am aware
that Franklin Delano Roosevelt had to apply a relatlvely coarse so-
lution to a situation in the 1930’s in which the Government with-
out doubt was not instilling enough compassion into the freedom of
enterprise system. Ronald Reagan, in having to forcefully apply
standards to overspending, is aware that business, which is the
source of employrient, source of productivity, source of what the
Constitution refers to as the general welfare in the economic sense,
has been overregulated, has been overtaxed. And now Ronald
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Reagan, who voted for Roosevelt four times and was a union orga-
nizer in his time, sees that we have to free that up alittle bit.

So, in spite of all the unity I have with him, I am not sure that
in his course of approach—and this is something that perhaps will
come out in some of the testimony this morning—we have applied
a sufficiently accurate analysis, a precise enough parameter to this
work incentive question, in a manner in which we are going at the
welfare issue.

Government money, though necessary in many cases, cannot as a

rule purchase a stronger family for any society. It is not surprising
that as Government expenditures on social welfare increase, our
concerns over the family and who is taking care of the Nation's
children have also increased. In short, welfare is part of the prob-
lem. We must restore the American family to a position of self-suf*
ficiency.
. Not unconnected with the problem is this one of teenage preg-
nancy. Few people would advocate that it is efficacious for an un-
married 13-year-old girl to become pregnant. The presence or lack
of presence of the family in that decisionmaking process on her
part is historical in the sensc of the statutory rape laws which
have been in effect for hundreds of years, in which the assumpiion
is made that a 13 or l{-year-old girl is not mature enough to make
that judgment considering its consequences.

So, I have no bashfulness whatever in backing Secretary
Schweiker on his requiring that there be parental notification
within 10 days after a young girl is issued, at our tax expense, and
with whatever indoctrination they gave that child—exclusive of pa-
rental participation in terms of movies and so forth—when they
start issuing that girl IUD’s or birth control pills, with the physio-
logical and psycholugical consequences involved in that decision
and that usage, I have nu problein with supporting Secretary
Schweiker and I have done so in terms of the overall problem.

[ would like to thank Dr. Miller for his book and assure him that
[ will read it carefully and it will be required reading for my staff.

At this point we will insert the prepared statement of Senator
Humphrey in the record.

[The statement referred to follows:]

Precanen STATEMENT UF SeaaTot Gorbon J HusMeurey, A US Sevatok FroM THE
Statk oF New [laMesHirg

Mr Clarman. 1 regret that conflicting Commuttee responsibilities prevent | me
frone attending this aerning’s heanigg on The Work Ethi. Materialsm and the
Ametican Funnly  You have gathered a most distinguished groap of witnesses tu s
wuss the problems caused the famuly by the eeonumn and the work related stresses
i out sty 1 ootgratalate you fur hulding o hearing vn this mest impurtant sub
seet and 1 look forward to reviewiny the testimony from the hearing

Senator DeNTON. The first panel of witnesses is Dr. Wesley Burr
and Dr. Brent Miller.

Please come forward, gentlemen.

As Senator Hatch indicated, Dr. Burr is president of the Nation-
al Council on Family Relations and Dr. Miler is from the depart.
ment of family and human development, Utah State University.

Dr. Burr, if you would proceed with your opening statement, we
will then ask Dr. Miller for his, and ask you both a few questions.

RIC | 1]
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Again, welcome to our hearing this merning.

STATEMENTS OF DR. WESLEY BURR, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
COUNCIL ON FAMILY RELATIONS; AND DR. BRENT MILLER, DE-
PARTMENT OF FAMILY AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT, UTAH
STATE UNIVERSITY
Dr. Burr. Thank you, Senator. It is a pleasure to be here. I ap- |

preciate the invitation. J
I have prepared a written summary of my remarks which I

would like to submit for the record. Rather than read them on a

word for word basis, I would like to summoriz. much of them.

I notice that some of your comments from your senatorial point
of view agree, even in the selection of some of the words, with what
I will say fromn the point of view of a social scientist.

Before I get into the statement, the message that 1 would like to
leave, I would like to comment that I guess I am glad that I am the
first witness in the hearing because I want to address the issues
from a fairly broad perspective with large brush strokes, so to
speak, sort of laying a foundation. So, I am not going to deal with
very much specific research data, but rather with some ideas that I
think would be very helpful in considering the many issues that
you have outlined for us. .

I would like to center my remarks around four main points. The
first two I think I can go through relatively quickly oral.y.

The first one is that the family is more than just a valuable re-
source or a nice institution to have around. I want to argue from a
social science point of view that it is absolutely indispensible and
something which we must give more care to than we have in the
past.

I noticed in your introductory remarks that you made the same
point. And I have argued, I thirk quite resourcefully in my written
document, that from a sociological, from a psychological point of
view, that we need not even have the argument about whether we
should have the family system. The argument is what can we do to
have an effective and strong family system that will accomplish
the functions which apparently only a family type institution can
perform.

As you indicated in vour upening statement, many of the func-
tions that the family traditionally perform have been taken over
by social agencies. Much of that is, I think, because they can be
done better by the social agencies. So, there are many social scien-
tists today —most, I think—who are not at all concerned that many
of the functions have been taken over by the agencies.

What that leaves us with is a family institution that is a much
more specialized organization and we do not know of any kind of
social institution that can take over certain of the functions of the

. family. And those are some to which you have alluded, especially
_meeting the deeper emotional needs of the people involved, which

you just can't do in a secondary kind of relationship. It has to be a

primary and long-term relationship.

Assuming that we agree that the family isn’t on its way out and
couldn't be, a second point that I would like to establish is that the
family is in serious difficulty in our society and it is increasingly
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serious with the tripling of the divorce rate in the last several dec-
ades, not because that i a root problem, but rather because it is a
symptom of the underlying basic problems in the family and in
other segments of our society that are related to the family proc-
esses. The amount of violence, the abuse, the illegitimacy, et
cetera, illustrate the terrifically sericus problem in our family in-
stitution. And you have commented on some of those points too.

So, since the media has been so effecti 'n communicating to us
ail in the country how serious our family problems are, I don’t
want to take the time to document that point, but I want to take
the time to establish it because these first two points establish
those assumptions on which my later poirits rest.

The third thing that I want to deai with today is what I think
are some of the sources of stress, economically related sources of
stress, in the family system.

By way of preface to this third part I would like to comment that
there are many things going on in our society that are not serious
problems, like, for example, women being involved in a work world
outside of the home is not by itself a serious problem. There has
been a great deal of research simulated since World War II on the
correlates of women being employed outside of the home. And
when you add it all up—there have been hundreds of studies—
when you add it all up, the conclusion that emerges is that by itself
female employment outside of the home is not related to_any either
pathological or very healthful factors. It is Just not a factor which
should continue to concer .t us. -

How we manage female employment outside of the home, what
we do with it, the factors that are associated with it, are very im-
portant factors. Let me give you an example of that.

The choice of whether to go outside of the home or stay and
whether the husband wants the wife outside of the house or in are
two very important factors in the effects of female employment. If
the wuman goes outside of the home and she doesn’t want to, then
we are introducing a serious factor. If she can’t go out of the home
and wants to it is a very serious factor. But it is the matter of
being able to .hoose one's lifestyle that is the important factor
rather than the actual goal in the employment world.

I could deal with some other areas which are not problems, but
rather than do that I would like to focus now on what I think is a
very serivus prublem in terms of the economic roles. And to do that
1 would like to go fairly closely to the written word here.

I think there is a pattern in the American life that is gradually
being understoud better, and the evidence is suggesting that it may
be @ much more important factor than we have previously realized.
It is also very difficult to define. But I think the way that it would
be best understood in this context is to harken back to an idea in-
troduced to us by Aristotle 2,500 years ago in his work on ethics.
He called the idea the “Golden Mean,”” In a nut shell it is that the
poud life is obtained best with regard to most things—there being
yualifiers there—by staying in the middle of the road and avoiding
the extremes. And this can be applied especially to the areas of life |
that involve time, effort and energy.

l: KC J
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It is not an effective idea when we are trying to deal with the
ethical and moral issues. Honesty and physical abuse are not best
done in moderation.

But things that involve time, effort and energy are best, most ef-
ficient, most wisely done, in moderation. This is especially true in
the work force. We can spend so much time on the job that it can
interfere with the other aspects of our life or tod little time on the
job so that we are not accomplishing what we need to to sustain us
economically. ‘. )

Of course, you talked about both of those extremes also in your
opening remarks.

The point I want to suggest, ar.d it is the main point I would like
to leave at this hearing, is that I think there is a pattern in our
society. In fact, it was interesting to me that you used again some
of the very words that I wanted to u8e and I am coming at it as a
social scientist point of view. But there is a pervasive view in our
society that more is better. The more education people can get, the
better. The higher wages, the better. The more we can reduce costs
and monthly bills, the better. The more we can have in invest-
wents and savings, the better. One car is not enough. We need two,
and then we need three. A small screen TV is not enough. We need
a larger one, and then a very large screen with remote controls,
video recorder, video camera, et cetera.

What I think we need to do is to pause and realize that the un-
derlying mentality, which is pervasive in this cultural heritage
that we have acquired—and you can't find its origins in a clear
kind of way. It is just something we have inherited as a culture. It
is a part of our American way, but it is a part that we need to
weed out. This excessive overconcern of material acquisition is very
contrary to the Aristotle “Golden Mean’ idea. And I think that
that ethic, that value, that orientation in our American society, is
a serious problem that creates unbelievable stresses on families.

It is part of the problem that brings about results of divorce and
child abuse and neglect. It is part of the problem that brings about
the.problems that we focus on so often in Government circles. But
what we have been focusing on very frequently are the end results
of the root problem, not what I think is the more root issue, which
is this overattention to materialistic things.

My time is passing. I would like to summarize with three brief,
but 1 think important, more specific recommendations in the
fourth-part of what I want to say.

First, I would like to recommend that steps be taken to somehow
mure realistically and effectively tuke into account the implications
Ff lq;i:_i.slation «nd pulic'es un our indispensible nativnal resourwe of
amilies.

It may be that you ought to have another set of hearirgs to Jdeal
with the methud by which we evaluate the effects of legislative pro-
grams vn family kinds of issues and somehow establish a better
mechanism, not with another office or bureau or department, but
somehow to create the sensitivity you need there. .

The second recommendation is that T would hope that as a result
of this hearing and whatever impact those of us in this room can
have un other peuple, that we will take into account the long-term
effects in this evaluation process. Too many of our programs and

o~
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policies have been short-term-wise and long-term-foolish. The cure
has been worse than the illness, to use a saying that really very
seriously describes the problem.

The welfare programs are a good example of this. The marriage
tax kind of policies is another example of this, that is now being
corrected finally, but at great cost to our social failure.

The final recommendation that I would like to make is that in
whatever is done in further hearings with regard to these issues,
that we take into account the more subtle, less visible aspects of
the economic and family connection. And there I am talking about
the emotional needs of our people, the needs which are more basic
and vital for finding purpose and meaning and love, belonging,
being connected to other people. Sometimes we get so carried away
with those easily visible things. We do this as social scientists too.
We do it in the Government. We need to correct our pattern be-
cause we get so carried away with the inflation and unemployment
rate and fucus on those, and our attention to them and the pro-
grams we arrived at after deliberations systematically exclude the
attention to the more human, emot:onal bonding kinds of processes
that if not weil handled, are extremely serious problems.

I think that much of what we are defining as social problems in
our society today have much of their root at not enough attention
to these factors.

<My time is gone, so I will stop with those recommendations.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Burr and responses to questions
submitted'to-him follows:]
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WORK RELATED STRESSES IN AMERICAN FAMILIES *

L34
Wesley R. Burr PhB °**

I'm pleased o De here to discuss soza 0f the economically based stresses on
Azerican Zamilies and several ideas about ways of dealing with these probiems.

2'd like to organize this presentation azound four main topres. irst' I'd lixa
to demonstrate that the fazily institution i3 »OTre than Zerely an izportant nationai
resouzce. It i3 an absolutely essential component of a soCiety that is based on
freedon and democratic processe3. <he existence 0f civilizatlon as we know it is
dependent on having a healthy family institution. Or, said differently, it is auch
aore than a cliche to say that, as goes the family---<30 goes society.

The second point I wild establish is that the conteaporary famly institution is
in serious difficulcy. Thas wili be the shorzest par: of zy presentation because the
increasingly desparate plight of our fazily syszem can be documented with several
briefly stated facts, and these conditons have received so nuch coverage in the zedia
10 recent yYears that they are widely understood, as the very occurence of thesq
hearings demonstrates.

I will then explore scveral of the factors that ara contributing %o the difficulties
‘families are experiencing...the causes of soze of the sStresses on the faaily systena.
Since a large nuzher of factors are relevant and nmany of thea are interrelated in
contributing to stresses cn the family, I will limit this analysis to several of the
stresses that are created by economic, or work-related factors, since that is the area
of primary concern in these hearings.

I will conclude with several recommendations about stZategies thet seem helpful
and feasible in trying *o azeliorate these problems. In making zhese suggeszions, I
will try %o be Sensitive to the long-Zerm effects of these Proposals, rather than just
the short-zerm effects. I will do this because I think that =any of our previous
attempts to deal with these difficulties, bo.h in governzent and in the private sector,
have been weil intentioned but only effective as short-term solutions. Many of thea
have created new unforsSeen problems directly or indirectly, and sczetimes they have
not even effective long-tern solutions to the problems they were designed to
correct. In fagt, as I will demonstrate, part of our current challenge is %o find
ways to undo some of the damage created by earlier “solutions®.

. PART I: <THE FAMILY IS AN INDISPENSABLE NATUML RESCURCE

As ve try to effectively naniage natural resources in thls grXeat nation, “e have
graduulily learned that different rescurzces need to be managed in different ways, For
exanple, We [earned about 3 censury ago that our forests were a liaited resource, but
that they are renwwable in a generation or two, and we have developed rather effective
zanagezent strategies fcr zhis and many other renevable zesouzces. We have also
learned, in the last decade or two, that we have linited and ron-zenewable resouzces
in axeas such as energy and ozone, and We need to deal with these differently. We
are only begirning to understand that soclal systems such as the family lnstitution
are a different kind of resouzrce and they aeed a unique strategy of managemant. Many
haye assuxed, for exarple, that the fanily institution is a hand-zevdown method of
doing things that couldd probably be replaced with a better system, such as doing
away 7ith marriage and famiiy life (Casler, 1974) oxr replacing then with some agency
funded by the government. I'd like to take several minutes to dexons irate, in What
I think is incontzovertable Jata and logic. that the h.m).% institution i3 an absolutely
essential part of our social fabr ¢ In fact LtT1s one of the most basic Toundazion

StOnes .pon WNLih Srganitec and -Lvil.Zed SO-.efy £€Sr3  and "HAt LF -annct B® el.m.rated
a saxr

t s 7 adaptadle insti-ution. and It can and show.d e SOREWHAT nodiZied to
accorndate 0 nev technuiogles and aew socaial conditious. uut the basic .ngredients of
our faaily syster, such as zarriage, parenthood, childrood, esoticnal bonding, long=
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tern comrmitaent, salfless giving, kinship =ias, legally oinding domestic relationships,
and inter-generational ties are So essential that the welfare of our curzent society
and our survival a3 a civillizaticn is depandent on thez. . . and ¥e would be well
advisad %o give more atiention o how We manage then.

Sociological Reasons We Naed the Fanily Institucion

Sociologists have determined that there are a number of essentiai functions that
sz be 2et Lf a 30Clety 13 to continue (Parsons, 1951: Winch, 1971). For axample,
& society aust find scme zethdd of Teplacing the individuals in ic, because they
inevizakly age and die. Also, human infants are unable to Linitzlally care for their
personal neads, and society has to Zind a =method 0f providing such necessities as
food, water, shelter, and nurturance for infants and children. It aust also create
& system for teaching the children what it maans to be human; how to talk, reason.
thiak, feel, and how to provide the necessities for life. Some of the other needs
a scciety aust cope with are the need for 3anaging people so they can live in enough
peace that they won't elizinate each other, and how to adapt to the changes that are
necessaxy with new technology. climatic changes., and social innovations.

All of us recognize that ve have created social institutions to perforz these
essential functions. We have craated governrents to provida order, and Wwe have created
schiocols tohelp young pecple learn the things they need zo learn to survive in life. In
addition, we have organized many other social instituticns, such as a ccmplex medical
2ystea tO cope With illnesses and accidents that threaten lives and happiness.

“he institutions of mwrriage and faaily life perform several of the viral social
functions., It is thase systexs that are responsible for the orderly replaceaent of
people through bizth, and these systems are the ones which provide for the nursurance
and early trazning of children, It is also thess systess which neet 2 large nuxber
of the emoticnal and psychological needs of people at all ages by providing love and
acceptance and yndexstanding. It i3 in marriage and the family vhore people are cared
for and loved and accepted, and vhere they create the bonds with others and cormitments
and service that meet their deepest and most delicate and sensitive exotional neads,
and none 0f oul sther institutions are designed 30 they can effectively perform these
funczions. The Xey point Rere i3 that when these needs are not Jet people axperience
aany forms of aberratlon in startling rates, including mental and physical illness
(Frankel, 1963: Xzhn, 1981} snd earlier death (Lynch, 1977).

It i3 inteXesting %o speculate about whether it would be possible to croate a
different social institution which could effectively perform the functions that are
performed by marriage and family 1ife. What would the new social institution be like?
Hov would it function?

Some have suggested that communes would be more effective than familias., This
viev was 30 popular in the 1960's that thousands of people flocked to what they thought
waere utopian nev systems S0 replace the "defective” family systea. Research in the
1970's and 1980's suggests that these coxmunal systems cannot effectively meet the
needs of even & small segment of a soc.etyn TheYy can last for a short period of time
42 they have & strong, charasmatic leacer, or if there 13 a dominant ideological view
to hold them together for a while, but a commune i3 =00 large and complex a social unit
to be =he basic building hlock of a sociery. People zelate in & long-tera, intimate
manner wWith a very few people, and comaunces quickly divide into factions. Men and
wonen pair off with their biological children in sub-sets that quickly zeecreate tha
basic pattern Of 2 huzband and wife (with occasional polygamous arrangements! and
thair biological childien being the basic unit, These units then fora ties with theiz

irrediacza kin, such as parents and uncles and aunts., Cormunes are Clearly not the
ansver,

Thare have been nunerdus othe: exparinents <Jhere societles or culluyses have tzied
to replace marriage and family life. One of the sost publicized of these is the Xibbutz
patzern that was bequn in the early 1900°'s (Spiro.: 19568, The original sestlers of the
xitbutz Janted to do away entirely with marriage and family life, but their dznam has
not sorked, AS new generations have been bora and reared in this style of life, they
G -adually want to re-adopt the family and marital instizutions. The parents in the
Kibdutz have a unique bonds with their biological children, and they have begun %o
gradually want zore and more responsin.lity for reariny and guiding their children.
Also, Dendbers have begun to ask to have spesial ceremonies, much like weddings, vhen
they decide they want 0 ihare theair living quarters with a partner. ¢ i3 likely that
befare the £ibbutz exRerinent .3 a century oid. despite the ideclogicaily extreex vidws
©f 128 founders, the me-nezs will have complatoay re-Created the anstitutions of
marriage and fanily life.

92631 O=R2=—2
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The comraunist experizents in Russia and Ciina have Zollowed siatlar patterns.
Whea the Bolshevik revolution occurred in Russia in 1917, the part? that eventually
gained control relied on the social ghilosophies of Yarxand ngets (1%02) in deciding
that the family institution 13 an undesirable obstacle to social progress. They reascned
that che 1zportant social unit should be the state, and that the fanily {nstitution

an archalc source of interference. They therefore passed laus which made
and divorce nere patters of registering with an office, and they adopted
that would gradually eliminate family life. However, within two decades
they realized the i1l1 founded naturs of sheir policies, and they adaitted that the
welfaze of their society depended on family units. They could not invent institutions
that would effectively replace marriage and faaily life. The result was that they
reversed therx policies and laws 1in the 1930's and have since encouraged stable
aarziage and fazily life (Ceiger, 1963).

Saveral conclusions eserge from this sociological analysis of marital and family
institutions. One obvious conclusion is that societies cannot last without the soctal
institutions of asrrisge and the family. They would disintegrate by not having an
orderly zethod of Get:ing new people and not aaeting the needs of the people or the
society. Thus. having sone form of a faaily system is absolutely essential,

Another conclusion 1s that people from Plato to Marx have tried to invent other
systeas to replace the faaily, and they hsve tried to cell thelr inventions sonething
other than marriage and family. It s impossiblei Just like the animal that has
webbed feed and a1 flat bil}. They can zall 1t something else if they choose, but it
i3 still a duck! People can argue all they want that they can replace the family,

Or that the world i3 flat, or that ducks don't quack, but time, experience, and
scholarly analysis all arque that the real quackery is in not recognizing the
central role of the family in sociecy.

23ychologicel Reasons We Need the Family Institution
There are zany psychological reasons that marriage and family life are the best

. way to organize humanity; and that the Substitutes (such as orphanages, welfare, and
being single) are, at best, dismal and unsatistying alternatives

Urie Bronfeshrenner and his colleagues' (1376) long=-term studies of how children
develop in different nations has demonstrated that there are several things that are
€34ential 1£ we are to rsize healthy, well-adjusted children. Some of these essentials
4re well undexstood things, such as good nutrition and Empoz exercise and the
OPpartunity to learn and grow. One of the other essantials, however, is not as
uiiversally understood. It 13 that children need to have people who care for them ‘n
“non=rational® ways. They need adults who are 1o Wrapped up in the child, so attached
to the child, 3o wild about the child that the child is deeply loved---loved in a way
that cannot be bought at any monetary price. In 3ronfenbrenner's words, the key adults
in the child's 11fe¢ need to be so “crazy® about the child that they truly csre, and are
willing to nurture, tend, help, assist, nurse, quide, encourage, watch, and invest of
thesselves in ways they only will if their relationship i3 centered ardund non-economic
non-rsticnal, non-cotaercial, non-busiress, and non-paycheck types of things. :¢ has
to be an emotional comaitment that comes from cormitting one's self to values and goals
and ballefs that connect the child to the adults in a type of bond that i3 unique %o
humans. We call it "parenthood®. It happens when a man and woadn come together as one
in body, spirit, nind and 1ife, and they invest thaenselves in each other and their
children. It 1s only when we have thess ingredients that we have the optimal conditions
for creating healthy human beings. And, it {3 not just the children that need these
Drocesses, It i3 only when these conditions exist for the adults too that they can be
Sruly fulfilled and experience the joy and development that life can offer.

It i3 important to realize that when marrisges are terzinated through divorce,
abuse and other forms of instability many of the intricate and coeplex and delicate
conditions that are essential in the husband-wife and the fuon:-chud relationship
are shattered. While it i3 possible to make-do with substltutes through reaarriage,

) the ties with the two parents are fragmented as the child tries %o move from one to
the other. And, attespts to create nev and deeply aeaningful relationships with the
Strangers their pArents marry are difficult and frequently ineffective. It i3 seconde
best, and 1t laaves Permanent scars on everyone involved.

These are some of the psychological reasons that narriago and family life are
hpot:antland wrl:y they are clearly the BEST way to live iifel And, whsn the psvchologicai
and sociological roasons are rbined we have 4 conclusive ariument 3¢ 3 song fam.lies
in our $ociecy — Wu fave the feasoning that shouid Relp us undorstand that the family
3ystam i3 AR indispensible national resource that needs attention-=-considerably nore
4ttention than it has had in the past.
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PART II: THE AMERICAN FAMILY IS IN SERICUS TROUBLE

It is not necessazy %o spend such tize dosuzenting that Zanily 1life in America
is in serious trouble. The nedia have bombarded us 30 much with the chaos of our
tize that it i3 comwon Xnowledge. It i3, however, important to demonstrate that
even thoagh the zedia tend to sensationalize and dramatizo., this iS an area where
the message that “we a problea* is accurate.

The nuczber of divorces in the United States has tripled in the last two
decades. and over one nillion marriages have been terminated each year since 1975,
The prodblea this demonstrates is not divorie itsel?Z. It is the shattering of lives,
heazts, relationships. =mmaning and purpose, 7The only insulation against divorce not
bci:;} an overvhelaing ¢risis i3 to not care cdeeply. and that would be a more serious
problem.

QOver three nillion children are involved in the shattering of thelr home each
year, and it is only a small ainority of children that live their whole chlldhood
with both of their biological parents. Literally millions of our youth ace moving
back and f{orzh between /o or mOre homes, a3 Pawns and as almost-orghans with life-
styles that are confusing and =ragic. .-

Recent studies show that zmillions of families experience the psychological and
physical wrauma of physical abuse of one form Or another. As Suzius, Celles and
Steinzet: docuzent, “each year in the United States, at least six million men, women,
and children aZe vicilas of seveze physical attick at the hands of their spcuses or
parents® (13979) ,and, these are the amounts that can be identified with the crude tcols
of the social sciences. There i3 undoubtedly much more that i3 not detected.

The nunber of children that are born oytside of aarriage. vhere they will only
have one {ndividual to care for then has increased over 400\ since World War II
(Public Health Service, 13631. This represents an unbelievable cost in the qualass
of humpan life. Oh, lt i3 possible for a single parent to rear children alone. as
an inczeasing number are doing, and it is possible to get along with one leg or
leazn %o jet along without sight or hearing. Never desirabie or ideal, and alvays
sacend-best, bus possible.

This brief review of scae of the more obvious probleas in the American family
systez {3 a looX at %Zhe symptoms....not the base problem or set of preblems. It is not
the root of the problems. It is like =he physician taking the tezperatuze of a patient
and learning that the body has an lllness., It i3 looking at the spots on the skin 0f
thy measlea patient. It i3 the sneeze Or runny nose of the common cold. And. this
leads to ques=ions such as. . . what i3 the Lllness? What is it that afflicts the
fanily system that lesds to these ocuter sysptons of a serious illness? and, this
leads to the third part of vhat I want to siy.

PART IXI: SOURCES OF STRESS

I want to preface this part of sy cosments by recognliing that there are 30 sany
“complexitles and subtleties in the stresses on contesporary fanmlly Living that it
would De Laplssible to even begin %0 analyze thea all., It would even 2o impessible
to analyze all of the econoaic¢ or work-related sources of difficuley.

Also, and this i3 also by way of preface. I think it {s impor=ant to identify
several phenozena zhat aany have suspected are stsessful that data show ize not sources
of stress. And, several of the thiags thit I want to Ldentlfy as benign phenom (a have
been rather widely touted .n the media and pop psychology literature as seriQu. tources
of ailfiquley.

One of the areas where these Ls an illfounded concern is the entry of wemen Lnto
the lapor Jorce. and its :zlose cousin the dual-career family. ! think that thore has
novw been enough research on the effects 9f iual careers and Zemsle exployment to
conclude that they age not *roots® vo family problems. They are not, by themselves,
phenomena that should cause concern. ©Oh, it is =rue that they do Cause certain
adjuatments ln the aanagemant of famuly llle, but Lt 1S a satter of trading one Set
of adjustnents for a 4if{ferent but fairly egual set. It ls choosing probleas and
benefits A and B rather than ¢ and D. A and B are not better or worse, just a
liezle different (Rapoport and Rapdpors, 1976, L979: Gross et al., 1980: Derr, 1980:
and Moss. 198l).

Ia facn, %0 persue %his Just A Liu2ie 20re, We need tO reallze that women wera
highly involsed .n the economic aspectis of families and society iong bufore the Pilgrias
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3Stazzed theirz colany a4 faw ;ears ago, and they have been ever s:nce. and, husbands and
wives Nava nad "duas cazeers” ling Defore that ters cecanme popular about 3 decade ago.
The issus i3 that duz ardustrial and posteindustrial so¢2aty has made it necessary for
Feople ta experience sone o their careers outs.de the hose, and people have %0 fing
ways <0 juggle sevaral sizultanecus carcers that are pacformed in different physicai
locations, some at acme and owhers wheze they punch a clock or have sn executive
restrocm.

The resear:h s oW subst.aant.al 1n showing that female employment outside the
hose, by itself, makes N0 substiantial difference on anything, even though severai
closely relazed factors 2o. For exdzple, 1 tha woman has to “30 to work™ and doesn't
WAt €0 Ir Tan’t “qgo to work” when she wanis %o, or if the husband 13 distressed oy )
her employnane 0f lack 9 it . . . that makes a big difference in what happens in
fanilies  The factor, though, that is important is the zatter of freedom Or choice It is ‘
the apillty to clioose ones iifestyle that nakes the difference iOrden and Jdradbuzn, ‘
19892 Rawlings and Nye. 1379}, 0

|
<here are other £ T3 that s¢ee thidk are stressors that are probadly not |
(Xantor, 1377. Sarnesz et al.. 1978, Gross, 1960 Derr, 1580, . byt rather than ‘
spend all 0 =y time On the factors that don't make a diffezence., let's shilt %o '

soze tha ! think do. '

There * a pattein in American life that is gradually being understood better,
and evidence i3 suggesting that Lt Ray be nuch more 1apOrtant than w¥e have previously
realized. It is iatricately tied %O our economic zoles and to family iitfe, and the
2any connections of these two lmportant pazes Of our lives. It is not, however one
of the more obvious economic Problems that we hear 3o much about, such as inflation.
anexploynent, labor dispuzes, foreign competition. or even labog corruption. It s " |
an ;conomc and family issue, but it doesn't deal with interest rates or food or
shelter.

]

Thd problea i3 also difficult to dafine. Perhaps, it can be best seun By using
an idea leveloped over wo millenia ago by Arastotle in his writings on ethics. He
called =he :dea the “Coldea Me Sriefly, it ls that with 203t things ve are botter 1
off by staying #ith the alddle-of-the-road than §oing to an extreme. 7The good life is
2axinized vhen peon.e avosd IXCAI3eS and strive for moderation. This prindiple 1s the
™3t relevant when lealing with aspects of life that use tine. eneray or effors. “Thus, ‘
iR Spanding ZiTo ON the job. At 13 usually best to devote 3 modurato 4ttention to our
work, not too little and not w00 much. Most people could no% get by very weil if they J
only worked an hour or two a weed, and at the opposite extreme few could have a well-
zounded and wholesore life if they spent 100 hours a week on the Job. It i the sane
when we S0 nanage all of the osther aspacts of our lives that demand tie, energy
We can spend oo little of tO0 much tlze with fxiends. in recreation.
meditation. in reading. ei¢. We can be too close to our relatives. or 3o distant
that theze i3 an unnedessary loss: and wo can devote too auch time to vur children or
neglect them.

IC is also helpful to think adbous where the Colden Mean doesn't apply. It isn's
ver? Jdselul whea We are dealing with noral .aperatives, since being honest Or fair are
oest done onpletel; zather than an wodaration, and sost of us will get along tetter if
ve avoLd tobbery and aisiale completely . . .rather than gse them in noderation. It is
when we are dealing witd tinme, encrg? and effort that the Golden Mean is a uteful}
principle.

Aristotle’s {dea LS 4 cOmiOn=sensd notion. but that shouldn't lead us to dismiss
t. The law of gravity and modech uses of electricity are also conwon-sense, but they
are very useful. 7The vsalue i1 Arastotle’'s idea. and Ay reason for harkeniag back %o it
{n this hear.ng i3 that thero are some economic and family relatad phenomena in our
Jociely vhere we seen tO hase lost sigh% of (t. and 40 would be well infor—ed 20 appis
i%. Let e be more specific. *

There 13 3 pervasive wriew ,a jur sOc.iaty that "more is hetser™. The =ore education
peoPle can get tho batter. <The higher wages can be the better. The mofe we can reduca
Gosts and 20Onthly bilis the better. The 2ore We can have iR iRvastnents and 3avings the
better. One sar 13 not enough. We need tvo, and then Ve need three. A 3nall screea TV
13 noe Mnougn. We need a 237 and then a 257 screen. with remote controls: and then ve
need a laryn-scTeen. and a video recorder. and a4 video CATQrA. €nC.. etc. We need %o
Pausa, ard £O notize that the underlyihg -entality of this part of the "American way*.
and e need to adMAL Shat 1% A3 tho AROridan WAY. 1S LNCONS13tant with the Solden Mean.
And, “he «4if 0IRG Shat ! waAt %O ~ake today 4% shat DI I3 A RCOT CAUSE OF MANy oF
THE QETTIIULTIZS LN OLR LCOMCMIS AND FAMIL( IYSTEMS. { Ju ~ost that An the long run,
and Lo e a¥gelc3 32 Li1fa that =wesn =he WL, this 1S & 2uCnh ™Ore Seridus Irchiem Lian
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inflation and unemployment comblred. It LS lgnored, misundorstood, and undereppreciated;
but in its quiet menacing way it is =0re seriousd: and it is extracting a much more
devestating toll in our socieSy than whaet we call poverty, being underprivileged, high
interest rates, and 2any other Arcblems that got moro press.

. .
In more plain terms, vhat is the problem that I’z focusing on? It is the over—

concern with economic values. It i the coapulsion 13 our society to strive for

saterial posessions vhile qtvxn? only lip servico to some aore weilghty parts of 1ifa.

It is when a smother leaves the influence she can have on an eaerging life and pursuos

fare and fortune in the work world. It is when she leaves the care of this life to

those who perfora a minimal and unemotionatly charged service for barter. It is vhen

a friend I know, who 1s satisfled with his scdest professorial salary, donates royalties

4ron books he has written to others and his friends cannot., for the life of thez,

i understand what is going on. It i3 vhen the father in a family makes a deliberate

choice to move up the management ladder, and he knows that to do it he will sacrifice

true depth in his relationships with his vife and children. It is vhen art and beauty

and zeeting each other's exctional needs are sacriZiced, knowingly or unknowingly, for

izagined pots of gold az the end of the “caraer vorld® rainbow,
\
|

What are the costs of this traditional “Anmerican vay®™ of doing things? (And I
don’t aean to izply that everything about the American style of life is pathological.
I'a just focusing on this one part of ouf cultural heritage.} What is the loss? Again,
it 13 easy to focus on the cuter, visible things such as food and shelter, a marciage
license or divorce decree, the nusher of children we have, and vhether they graduate
2z0m college, and which college they attend. It i3 3ore difficult to idontify the more
subtle and less visible parts of life that perhaps ratter more, and are the areas of
11fe that are devastated, pechaps sacrificed i3 a better word, by cur overemphasis
on economic factors.

I don’'t want to wax selancholy or sentimental in the point I'a trying to make.
I vant you to 4now that I'a approaching this poiat a3 a scholar of social phenonena,
and I'zn dealing with something that more and aore scholars are coaing to recognizie
is an imnensely iamportant phenczenon (Kantor. 1977: Lasch, 1979: Prescott, 1979
{llustrate this literazuze).

Each of us have needs that are only met in human relationships that are sensitive
and caring, vhere thera i3 a comaitzment to u3s as 3 person, and a long-ter: sharing of
cur aspirations and fatlures, our feelings and deaply felt desirzes; where theze is a
respect Zor our personal dignity and a patience to allow us to be frail and inadequate
and husan. Each of us have a need, a fundanental need, to find xeaning and purpose
in life, to feel good and peaceful about living, and to experience joy. . . true joy.
And, how do ve 3eet these fundasental husan needs? They can only be 2at at an ootimal
level in a society that has a healthy faaily institution because they are on'ry' aet
TuIly and adequately in fumily relationahips. <hey are only met, as many scholars
have suggested (Fromm, 19%4; Montague, 1965: Prescott, 1979: Lasch, 1979}, as ve leamn

the maaning of giving and sharing and concerning ourselves deeply with the lives of
others.

How does this all connect vwith economic stresses on families and people? [xes
it connect by concluding that wWe a-ad 3 Certain level of economic Well-being to neet
these needs? Do we need to Tise above the poversy level to neet these needs in
curselves and those around us? When the unenployment rate drops to 1.0 and the prine
rate 1% back to one digit, will that do it? The goint i3 that the pendulua of our
concern with aconomic thifgs in our beloved Arerica i3 SO ___i-\z' over tO overconcern
that sur economic 103e®sion 13 gez=iang in __tﬂt vav of neeting the deenat ds thar
ata ulEimately core iportant: 1I “e ara to ba fuman in the Jullest sense.

This is relevant in a hearing in the Senate vhere the issues center around <ork
ethics ard economics and families. It is relevant, not because it provides all of the
answaers about legisliation that should folliow the hearing, not because solutions to
the prebleas will be easy or Obvious; but becsuse it providas a gerspective. It
provides a foundation apon which we should stand. ~It provides some guidelines. some
parameters that shouid influence sverything else wo should do. It helps us remenber
that the Golden Mean i3 truly a golden idea, and that ¥o need to adjust the arenas
and focus of some Of the dehates that occur heXe in Washington. We need to ask
curselves Lf va are asking *he right questions, if we have 3 balanced awareness of
the needs of tne humin beings in our scclety---+especiaiiy of sone of the less cbvious
but essential needs (Pleck et al., 1978; Cers, 1980: Xahn, 1981; Lynch, 1917,

I could Jeal with some Sther stressars, but to d. a0 would probably dilate this
POLRZ, and I mhink that it us "0 fundanental.and so .nportant that I want it in capital
letters ia bold type. I'd ra.ner that, if whet I have %0 %ay i3 remesbhered, this one
poLnt is fetarpered rathier .aan having it be -vMerged vith several less .pportant poaints.
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PART LV. IMPLICATIONS OF THIS PERSPECTIVE QN ECONOMIC SIRESSES ON FAMILIES

\

This leads to the final part of ~hat I want to say, and =y task novw is to try %o

identily some of the implications of these ideas £0r social action. Again, a caveat

or tWo is prcbably relevant. Government is a powerful and isportant social institution,

but it is also very linited in what it can do. It would be futile t0 tuzn %0 Uncle Sam
» or to state and local governzent, for ell of the solutions to these issucs. In facs,

in the ares we are dealing with, 1 solutions are %0 <ome, most of the ippovenents

will need zo come Zrom the private sector (Moss, 1981, Xahn, 1981); and it is likety

that the institutions I represent, family oriented professionals and universities,

will need to become considerably zore tavolved than they have been in the past.

Recognizing this, it seems to me that there are several implications that are
relevant for government. The first is itllustrated by a quotition from the director
©f the recent wWhite House Conference on Families. Jim Guy Tucker had previously
sexved in the House of Represantatives of the United States and in his state governzent,
but he observed:

This year of listening has been an extraordinary experience for
e personally. In sy previous eight years in eleczcd office as

a prosecuting attorney, state attornoy general and mesber of the
U.S. Congress, I cannot reaexber a single witness coaing before a
qovernrent forum to discuss tha izpact of a law, rule or case on
the strength and stability of families. They talked about the
economic, racial, political dizensions of issues, what interest
group or region of the country would be affected, but not once
about how fanmilies would be affected as families. That tells

us sooething of the neglect and \gnorance we have %0 Overconme.

I also remesher coning out of tvelve hours 0f gur WHCF hearings
in Nashville, Tennessee after listening to case after case of
insensitivity or neglect tovard families. I picked up a
newspacer ard read about a major controversy in Tennessea~~how
the Tellico dan project had bean halted ous 0f concern for the
snail darter, 3 tWo-inch-long fish. I thought then how Lronic
it was that a fish had 0re rights and respect in governnment
decision making than our fanilies currently have, ! hope these
personal experiences will be seen as legacies of a bygone era
vhich is givirg way to a new comanitment to suppors and strengthen
our fasilies, I cannoc believe that a humane society which
vwisely acts, and sczetines saczifices, to protect the habitat
of anisal species, will fail to act and make similar sacrifices
“to pioucr. the natural environzent of the huzan species~=~our
families,

. White House Conference Report, p. 16.

In the past 3everal years there has been ai increasing awareness of the family
in government at all levels, but 30 far it has only been a =tnor interest. It
- has usually beea an acknowledgernent, with few teeth in i, that family concerns
. should be considered. This is laudable in that it is progress, but iz is only
the beginning of what needs to occur. ' Therefore, recommendation ¢ 1 that I would
like to make is that steps be taken to somehow =ore realistically and effectively
take into account the implications of legislation and policies on our indispensible
national rescurce~=-families, I'a not sure how this can be the 20st effectively
done., This hearing is a laudable pars, and hopefully one of the outcomes will
be to increase this type of consideration. One possible strategy for this would
be to hold additional hearings on how to most affectively identify and analyze
fanily iaplucations. This would Be a hearing on a method, on the form rather than
the content but it may be usoful. I doudt that LT would be wise to create an
fPA to follow the model of the Z£PA, but thore are other possibilities. fThere 13
an tncreasing nurber of faaily iapact analyses being undertaken by private and
university agensias, and nore of these could e dore and they could oe used yore
effectively. It i3 not that there {3 i need fOr a new bureau or Jepartment oOx
office, but there i3 a need for z0re anilysis, sensitivity, care and awarqness
in the 3any forms Of lagislation that impinge on the family system.

A secornd recormendarion that ! think is imporsant is that more attention be
glven o e7al.ating tne long=tera issues =hat are invoived in joveranental action.
Qur founding fathars Jore very wiie and perceptive in Lo0Kin, 4nto tae nesds of
the future as they estaplished the bastc framework Of our goverament, buc later
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generations Of leaders hava not follcwad their exazple. Thare have been a large
nuxoer of decisions and programs that have been designed 2o meet shori~tera nceds,
and in xany casas they vwere fairly effective in meeting the inzediate Concerns.
In far =00cany of these 3i%Ziations, however, *he unanticipated sida-elfects or
ugnforseen but inevitanle cumulative effacts have cfeated nore serious probleas
than the init2al ones that prozpted the legislasion or prograzs. Often the cuze
has been worse cthan the initial 1llness.

There are many exanplas of =his. I doubt, for example, that the officlals
who created the IRS policies about married and single tax rates zealized that
what has come to be Xnown as the "zarriage tax” would eventually eat away at our
society?'d commitment to stable and permanens marital relations. and, I cdoubt
that che designars of our welfare systea anticipated that the lack of incgentives
to get 0ff welfare., the cbstacles to getting ofZ, and many of tha zegulations, such
a3 those dealing witn two parents in a hoze, would undernine long-=erm, stadle
relacionships arong those who need welfare aid. But, the evidence that these
zeally are soce of the long-tern effects of parts of our welfaze systen scens
incontroverzable., The net effect of the current welfare systen would almost lead
a fax1ly scholar %o conclude that the federal governzent is bound and determined
to yndaraine Stable and responsible family relationships.

This recommendation is relevant for zany of the programs considercd by the
Comaittee on libor and Huzan Resources and by the Sub-coraittee on Aging., Family
and Human Services. Let ne Cite two aspecific cases. The first one 13 a situation
wheze positive, affirmative action by the relavant committaes can help. It deals
with the labor and eaployzent concerns of the coxmitiee. The research in the
social sciences is beceming overvhelnming in showing that it s desirable for many
Zaz1lies to have the Sacond breadwinner be involved in the lahor force on a parsz-
tize basis. <This is especially zhe case when families have pre-school age
children (Rawlings and Nye, 1979). so far, however, little has been done %o
prosote thls ype of participation in the labor force. Tor aexasple. :0st people
cannot obtain a proporticnal share of penefits programs i they are not “full-
tine* employees, and this provides considerable pressure for nany people to
work full-time when their fanmily and personal needs would be better served
with less than fyll-zime enployzent. I understand that unions remain opgosed
to programs such 43 granting proportional benefits to part-tine employeces, bus
it 2ay be that compromises could be worked out or policies could be leveloped
that would change this posation, i¢ it were given careful attention. The point
I want %0 emphasize here i3 that the 30C1al science data suggest that eagier
access to part-tize work would help strengthen fasulies,

My second exazple i3 on %he negative side. It 13 a caution to this comaitlee
and othess that some of the prograxs that arfe currently being widely advocated may
have very andesitable long-temm eflects, even though they seea helpful in the shori-
Ul Cne exa¥ple of this is the cry £0r a nationally funded day-~caze prograa. !
thidk that this progosal should be very carefully scrutinized to deternine i its
long=tern consequences really would be desirable., There is no question that Zhere .3
4n izmense nead for better day-care facillties, especially among those segzents of
the population who cannot afford to pay for the care., Buyt, on the other hand, it
=ay be that this would be one of the prograas that would ceet 3 short-tern Need well
and create pore serious probleas in 10 or 19 or J0 years. It nmay have unintended
effects syca 43 encouraging people to tarn to the Market-place for theL: persona.
achievenents in life rather than to find ways to cope crearivaly with zhe fersonai
parts of their 14 ~hers their needs aight be nore effectively =et, The program
aight have the side fect of encoutaging people to becone parents without expecting
tO asaune the full responsibilizy thit parenthood should entail. It may Surther
unrdermune the idea that people need to stand on their own {eet and te responsibie for
their lives and the lives of tieir dependent childiren, and these would not be wise
consequences. In 3um, ¥e nred o carefully evaluate the alternatives as ve may
determnine that not Meeting the current need shrough 4 federally funded Jay-care
PYOITAm would De the most humane solution.

As I conclude this point, let me enphasize that the more general point of long-
tem evaluation is the point that I hope is rememberd pore than the are 3pegilic
cosaentt gbout the prograas I have used as exasples.

The final recomzendation that I would like to nake hearkens back to the more
abstract analysis in part IIX of my comments when I was pointing put that dur
overattention 0 etonomud phenomena in our 30Ciety .nterleres wWith seet.ing the
zote subtle and less .bvious exctional and psychoifgical needs. The recormenaation
I would like to make i3 tha% this 3ub~comuiitee and the larjzer Sommutsee of whaich

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.




E

O

20

it i3 a part expliciely adoot a policv of considering the ascre subtle human needs ghat
are et by _-._h:gnmlz ipstitation 1n il of your Zuture deliberatioas about leqgislacion,
policies; and Prograns. 3his would include an awareness that detrizental effects on
the ability of cur family systea to aget these needs may be one of those illnesses that
take a long time to show uP. Just as Wa are now learning about long-term effects of
the radiation in nuclear testing done three decades ago, we need to be sensitive to
eflects we are having now on faailies that 32y not be readily visible and may take

3 O have it3 devastating sffects appear. And, on the positive side, Ve need to
deternine how to empover our faaily system to enable it to effectively accomplish
the crucial tasks we want {t to....even though these poeitive effects are also
difticult to observe and the beautiful effects it si11 have in our society will
take years to become apparant. .

It aay be that an analogy will be effective in all of us understanding the
iaPirtance of this recommendation. Just like haréwood trees, like the oak and
walnut, take longer to zature than others, it takes longer to see the destructive
effects of programs that undermine the abiliey of our family systea to function
effectively; and { takes longer to see the efZects of the positive things that are
done to espover the family to accomplish its purposes.The oak and walnut take longer
" €o grow, but when they are grown they provide a greater beauty in their grain and
texture, and they are more resistant to stress and abuse. It is the sane with

~ faxilies. it takes longer to influence their ability to meet out needs, but when
the needs are net it provides a beauty to the grain and textuXe of 1ife that cannot
be obtalned in any other way. Also, meeting thase needs through healthy faally
relationships provides, like the cak and walnut, a resistance to the stresses of
L1ife that can help us all meet the challenges and opportunities we face.

T wish you Well in your awesome responsibilities as you face these and your
other challenges and opportunities.

REFERENCES - .

Barmets, Msalind C., and Crace R. Sazuch 'ml.ﬂph role straln, nurber of roles and
p3ychological well-being” Working Paper no 7). Wellesley College Center for Rasearch
on Women. Wellesley. Ma. "

Bronfenbrenner, Urle, “Nho cares for Anerica's children?® in V. C. Vaughn and 7. 3.
Brazelton feds.) the Family - Can it be Saved? Chicago: Yearbook Medical Publishers,
1916, p. 3=32. T

Dexx, C. Srooklyn (ed.) Mork, Family and the Career. New York: Prieger Publishers, 1983.

Engels, Frederick, The Origin of the PFamily, Private Property. and she Stase. Chicago:
Charles H. Xerr and 9. Origina)lly published in 1494).

Frankl, vikeor, Man's Search for Meaning, New York: Pocket Books, 196).
From, Zrich, The Are of Loving, Nev York: Harper, 1936.

Gelger, Xent, The Familv in she Soviet Union. Canbridge, Mass: Harvard Univeraity
Press, 1968, T =" )

Galles, Rchard J., Fanily Violence, Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1979.

Gzoss, Ir3a H.. Elizabeth W. Crandall, and Marjorie M. Xnoll. Management for Modern
Faailies, Inglewood Cliffs: Prentico Hall, 1980.

Hartis. Louls, The General Mills Mmerican Fanily Regort-=1980-81, Minneapolis. Minn,
General Mills Xnc.. I7al.

Kahn, Robert L., Work and Health, Nevw Yorkt John Wiley & Sons, 1381.

Kantor, fosabeth “oss. york and Fawily in the uUnited States: A Criticsl Review ani
E-naa.:_oz_- Research and Polacy, New vorki Russall Sage Foundatidn, 1317,

Laich, Christopher, the Culture of varcissism, New fork: W. W. Natten and Co.. 1979,

—

R

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

21

LYnch, Jazes, The Broken fesrr: The Medical Consaquencas of Loneliness, New York:
Basic B0cks Inc., Publishers, 1977,

Moss, Lecnard, Management Stress, Resding, Msss: Addison-Weslay Publishing Company, 1981.

National Center for Heslth Statistics, Annusl Summary of Sirths, peath, Marriages.
and Divorces: United States, 1980,

Orden, Susan R. and Norman M. Sredburn, “Working wives and marriage happiness®
Amarican Journal of Sogtoloqy, 1969, 741392-407.

Parions, Talcott, The Social Systen, New York: tha Frew Press, 19S1.

Pleck, Joseph H., Graham L. Staines, and Linda Lang, "Work and family 1ife: First
reports on work-family interference and worker's formsl ¢hild care attangements, from
the 1977 qualisy of eaployment survey,® Working paper No. 11, Wallesley Collags Canter
for Resarch on Woman, Wellasley, Ma.

Prescott, James W., “Alienatiocn of affaction* Psychology Today, Cecanber, 1979, p 124,

Rapopozrt, Pobert, and mMhona Rappoport, Working Couples. Nev York: Harper and Mow,
Pudblishars, 1978,

Rapoport, Rona, snd Mobert Rapoport, Dual-carear Families Ra-sxsmined, New York:
Hazper Colophon Books, 1976,

Spizo, Melford E,, Xibdbutz: Venturs in Utoois. Cambridge. Massi Harvard Univaersity
Press, 1956.

U.S. National Canter for NMaealth Statistics, Trends in Illegitimacy. 1968,

Winch, Robert ., Tha Modesn Pasily, New York: Tha Frea Press, 1971.

o)

(91

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

22

RESPONSES BY WESLEY R. BURR TO QUEST‘IONS SUBHITTED
REGARDING HIS TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE AT THE
HEARIHG ON WORK ETHIC: MATERIALISM AND THE AMERICAN FAMILY

1. de hear voices from some quarters citing statistics which indicate that
the demise of the “traditwnal”® American family 1s isminent. These
individuals argue that because less than 20% of America’s families currently
have a working father, and a mother who Stays at home with the children, all
our viewS about how families operate, or used to operate need to be changed.
Can you help us understand the nmeaning of these statistics in terms of the
life-span experience of cur population, and in terms of the mplications for
“traditional" family life?

First, 1 think 1t 15 very important that we not be séduced by sensational
uses of statistaics. To argue that only 20% of America's famlies currently
have & working father and a mother who Stays at home with the children does
not provide an accurate pacture of family 1a1fe in America, Over 90% of people
eventually marry, and a sizeable percentage of those who don't would like to
if they had the opportunity. Most of those who marry want to beccme parents.
But an increasing percentage of married people 2:¢ not choosing to become
parents, and it is probably in the best interests of society and children that
many of these couples are not parents. Ve have had far too many couples
becore parents who have not been effective in that role. The majority of
familics want to paintain the traditional style of families where they are
married for o 11fetime, create close bonds, and interact extensively with
their kin. Unfortunately, however, we live in a time when there are many
stresses op individuals and famlies, and a sizeable percentage of people in
famil1es canpot effectively maintain thear 1ifelong family stability. Also,
many people find 1t necessary to function in economic roles that are not their
1deal, and this leads to a sizeable percentage of mothers finding it necessary
ta, contrary to their preferences, become employed outside of the home. It is
folly to argue that even a large number of “our views about how families
operate® nead to be changed. Hhat we do nced to do is examine all of our
guvernrental nrolicies, programs, and legislation to determine whether they are
contributing to the stresses on the family system or making it easier for
families to function effectively. This will minimize the obstacles that
people face which prevent thea trea attaining thear ideals.

2. Can you tell us what percentage of our population live in a traditional
tamily a5 adults, during at least part of their lives?

[ do nut have imrmediate access to data that would document the percentage
of the population that live in traditional families during at least part of
therr lives, However, we need to recognize that most people live a year or
two as 3 married couple befure they have thildren and the median age of adults
whon the 1ast child usually is launched is around age fifty. This means that
the najority of adults in our seciety live over half of their adult life
withuut minor chiidren being in the hore. Most people spend the wajority of
these pun-parcntel years as 2 couple, but a large parcentage find it necessary
through death and divorce %0 Hye thewn years as a swngle individual. The
rajefity of thase peuple, howover, vion their lifestyle as fairly traditional,
and 1t's wrportant tur those who care atout family concerns in our society to
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realize that the normal pattern involves a total life span that has different
family forms at dif ferent developmental stages. This means that the
“traditional family" is not » very useful label when we view it as a husband
who provides an income and 2 wife and mother who Stays home and {s rearing
young children. This would only be a small minority of the total population
who would live i1 this family condition even if our society did not have the
trerendous social change and stressful conditions that we experience in the
latier part of the .wentiety century. We need to recognize that sven though
the nurber of individuals living a single lafestyle and choosing .iot to become
parents or living in innovative l1ifestyles such as in communes is an extremely
small percentage of the total population, when we look at the percentage
increase over the last two decades, there is a ciscernable increase in the
nurber of people in these conditions, but when we look at total percentage of
the population involved in these kinds of non-traditional family forms, it is
clear that it 1s an extremely small percent. When we realize that a sizeable
number of the people who are trying these innovative lifestyles are doang 1t
n a “trial and error" method of trying to cope with difficulties and
stresses, it helps provide a perspective that shows that it is a small
percentage of people trying unique ways to solve their problems rather than a
growing revolution that will become a cancer in society. Our mass media and
extensive statistical systems are able today to document these minorities who
experirent with different lifestyles, but impressionistic data from the last
century, such as that discussed by William Kephart 1n his book on the family
individual and society, demonstrates that a small percentage of people have
expericented with innovative approaches to famly living in earlier times,
Luo, suggesting thal we may not be in a unique situation.

3. .Do rost of our people fegl that a husband and wife living together,
and raising their own childcen, is preferable to alternative living
arrangerents?

I have not seen an opinion poll or survey that would provide a defimitive
answer to this question, but my familiarity with many attitudinal studies and
statistics, such as the statistic that between 9 and 95 percent of people
marry at some time in their life, suggest to me that there remains in 1982 a
great consensus 1n our society that the preferable style of life is a husband
and wife living together and raising their own children. I would not be at
all suprised, if a careful survey were done in the United States, 1f the
percent ot people whu would agree with that statement were to be over 95%, and
I would be very suprised 1f the percent dropped below 90% or 855 at the very
least. The public opinion poils that have been conducted, such as the one
quoted by Dr. Mill in his testimony, suggest that not only do most people
agree that having a stable marriage and family life is' desirable, the
percentage of people that nink that it 1S the most important aspect of their
life is a very large majority, as [ recall the percentage 15 some place in the
80s.

4. In your opmion, should government policies attempt to deal with the
tanal « from a perspective Lhat would recognize and strengthen the husband,
wife, children podel, ur should this model be abandoned 1n favor o) policies
that tocus on astitutional child care and single parent households?

These Vs no question that goversnent policies should recognize that the
1deal tauly systen has a hasband and vafe, father and mother, and children.
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At the same time, however, we need to recognize that it is normal and
mnevitable that a large percentage of the population at any given time will be
living without children in the home. As ! mentioned earlier, it 1s wise for
young adults to spend sona time as adults and as married couples before
becoming parents, and the empty nest period, after childregare gone from the
parental home, involves a large percentage of our population and policies must
take these childless families nto account as part of the normal and desirable
range of family forms. There is, however, no evidence that institutional
child care should even be considered in the same class as a stable,
harmonious, and loving famly system for raising children. Institutional
chld care systems are necessary in society because the realities and
complexities mean that the ideal of the stable family system 1s not always
attainable. Every effort, huwever, should be made to maximize the number of _
people who can live in famly systems and minimalize t* «oumber of children
-who have to be cared for in non-family settings.

Single parent households are a unique family form that is also necessary
because the frailties of humans preclude some people from having the
opportunity to live i1n a more normal family system. Death, desertion and
divorce nterfere with the structure of some family systems and the best that
some people can do is continue their life with single parent households. This
condition, however, is never an optimum condition. It is very much like
having a deformed physical body. It is possible to get around having only one
leg, but it is more difficult, and there is a unique set of challenges and

«stresses that have to be coped with. It 1s possible to have a wholesome life
vithout the benefit of sight or hearing, and there are even side benefits tHat
people w these conditions experience that those with the Benefit of sight and
hearing do not have, but there are also a large number of costs such that few
people would argue that humans would be better off without sight and hearing,
and the same proportion should conclude that humans would be better off in
single parent-households.” .

5. Or. Burr, from your perspective as President of the National Council on
Famly Relations, do you think we should adopt public policies that encourage
parents to be involved with children? For example, the Department of tHealth
and Human Services has recently published proposed regulations that would
require Family Planning agencies to potify parents when young, unemancipated
children are provided with prescription contraceptive drugs and devices, which
could-have a long-range effect on the child's health. Is this kind of a
public paliey approach towards family involvement a good idea in your opinion?

There's no question that public policies should encourage parents to be
involved with their children extenswvely. In fact, it is imperative for the
welfaresociety that parents be assigned the responsibility of the care of
young children. As young people approach the age of maturity there has to be
some adjustment in the amount of control that parents have over children.

This leads to some ambiguity in the exact point at which parental
responsibility 1s replaced with responsibility for oneself! Technically, it
15 in the best interest of soCiety to have a policy that family planning
agencies should notify parents when young, unemancipated children are provided
with any type of service which has risk, long-term consequences, and
implications for health, well-being, and mental stability. This certainly
includes contraceptive drugs and devices. We must recogn.ie that there will
be seme si1tuations where this will create unfortunate ef fects for some
individuals, but as a general rule fur society it is preferable to empower the
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family system by having the parents have license and accountability. It may
be that additional experience and deliberation will identify certain
cond1tions under which it is best to not notify parents when certain
provisions are given to children, but these should necessarily always be
unusual and exceptional circumstances which have to be carefully considered
rather than the general rule. This is a situation whgre the best policy
generally will be a situation where there will be some isolated circumstances
that will not be best served by the general rule. As I understand the
situation, the circumstances when it would be wise to not have parental
not1f1cation have not yet been clarified by the responsible agencies, such as
legisiatures and Courts, but it is likely that 1t would be such extreme
s1tuations such as rhen there 1s clear and convincing evidence that the
parents are grossly inadequate or where the 1nformation would provide a
serious threat to the health and well-being of the child. ’

Senator Denton. Dr. Burr, that was succinct and very clear.
Thank you.

Dr. Miller.

Dr. MILLER. Senator Denton, I appreciate the opportunity to be
invited here focusing on a topic that is of great importance to me
personally and professionally. I wish to address this hearing today
as a social scientist, one who looks at patterns and tries to under-
stand what the data mean. )

I have prepared a written testimony and I would like to submit it
for the record. The introduction in my written testimony I will not
reiterate here. I will summarize and highlight the things that I
thinkdare most pertinent here and have the rest of it placed in the
record.

The introductory comment I would like to make is that during
the 1960’s and 1970's particularly there was a great hue and cry
and emphasis on the demise or the decline of marriage and family
life in the United States. I see the situation as my colleague Dr.
Burr does, as a change and a transformation in patterns of mar-
riage and family life in this country which are not necessarily in-
imical or detrimental to marriage and family life. And I would say
that there is certainly no risk whatsoever that marriage or family
life are about to be replaced, fall away, or give place to some new
kind of arrangement in the way human beings live.

The special function of marriage and family life is affective rela-
tionships, is love and belonging and being connected to other
peopie. That is true regardless of where we study marriage and
family across the world in all human societies.

Now I would like to profile quickly what marriage and family
life are like from a demographic point of view in the United States
to place a certain context around what I will say.

We often are not aware of the degree to which we are marriage
and family oriented in this country. The vast majority, over 90 per-
cent of people, do marry at one time or another in their lives, If we
survey young people who are not yet married and ask them about
their future plans—and there have been systematic studies done of
high school seniors, for example, asking them about what they see
in their futures—and again well over 90 percent of them anticipate
marriage, perhaps combined with employment for both sexes out-
side of the home.

We are troubled by the divorce rate in the United States.

Senator DENTON. Excuse me. You are troubled by what, sir?
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Dr. MiLLeR. The divorce rate in the United States.

Like marriage rates, it is uncommonly high in our country. But I
am not quite sure how to interpret that. In many cases people
leave a marriage that may have no longer been fulfilling or satisfy-
ing to them and seek another ore. Remarriage rates have histori-
cally been in the neighborhood of 80 percent of those who end their
first marriages by divorce will remarry. So, it is not that people are
dissatisfied or disenchanted with the idea of a marriage. Those who
divorce remarry in very large majorities.

In the decade of the 1970's a number of trends became evident.
The tendency toward delaying marriage; toward living together
and cohabitating; toward living for a period of time as a single
parent. In each case these are situations that are viewed as tempo-
rary, not as desired situations by those persons involved primarily.

I will comment also briefly about parenthood in the United
States. It is also overwhelmingly normative, expected, desired by
people in our country. There have been substantial decreases in the
numbers of children that people choose to have, but still there is
very little change in the small minority of those who decide to
remain voluntarily childless. Approximately 90 percent of the
people who can bear children do so.

So, as a summary kind of statement I can say fairly as a social
scientist that it would be very unlikely that we will see marriage
and parenthood being done away with or reduced in the desires
and expectations-of future Americans.

The second major part of my presentation, my testimony today, I
would like to focus on how people feel about marriage and family
life, not what it is like in a demographic sense, but how important
it is to them, what their values are regarding marriage and the
family. And I will hold fairly closely to some data here that come
from national probability surveys, sample surveys, of Americans
who were interviewed in their own homes and asked about mar-
riage and family life in relationship to other dimensions of their
life—for example, their employment, having a high level of income;
recreation; their religion; and so on. These surveys have been con-
ducted for over 20 years at the University of Michigan's Institute
for Social Research.

People feel the most satisfaction in life with their marriages and
with family life as compared with all other dimensions of life that
they can think of\ or they were asked about in these sample sur-
veys.

Now, it is not perhaps surprlsmg and it may be partly artifact of
the situation where they don’t have an objective standard against
which to compare, their marriage and family life with those of
others. <

In addition to satisfaction and how people feel about marriage
and family life, we also have done a number of surveys about how
important it is to them. And again marriage and family life are
considered to be preeminent among life experiences in their impor-
tance to Americans.

Marriage, family life, and health come out as the things that
Ahmerllcans prize or consider to be the most important aspects of
their lives
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In the lower extremes of these rankings by importance are areas
such as financial affluence, recreation, belonging to different orga-
nizations, and so on.

Recently there appeared results of a Gallup poll, within the last
month and a half, which found very snmllar patterns and percent-
ages.

So, I think it is very safe and very fair to say, and it is accurate
tosay, that Americans feel that marriage and family life is critical-
ly important, more important to them than any other aspect of
their life, and that they also derive a great deal of satisfaction and
emotional positive feelings from their experiences in marriage and
family life.

The final section of my testimony will make reference to inter-
{'afces between economic work experiences and marriage and family

ife !

As my colleague Dr. Burr pointed out, there seems to be a great
deal of concern about women's employment but American women
always have been employed. The proportion who are employed out-
side of the home has increased rapidly in the past couple of dec-
ades, but women's employment is not a single issue. It is not some-
thing to which one can point and say these are its outcomes or
these are the firoblems or these are the benefits of women's em-
ployment.

Many people are employed because ‘they choose to be, others be-
cause they have to be to support their families, and so on.

We do see some areas of women's employment as reflecting con-
siderable problems, particularly women who are mothers and em-
ployed, and those who are single mothers and employed They ex-
perience the greatest degree of feeling that they don’t have time to
themselves or for the families, conflicts in work and family obliga-
tions, and so on. The role of being a working mother, particularly a
single working mother, is a very stressful role in our society, as we
are well aware. )

I am going to refer now to a study that was done for the Depart-
ment of Labor about areas in which there are conflicts between
work and family life. Around a quarter of those surveyed in a na-
tionally representative sample, both men and women, reported
there were work and family conflicts from a moderate to a severe
nature. The areas in which they felt that these conflicts were most
severe were in the areas of scheduling incompatabilities and exces-
sive work demands. These data are provided in detail in the tables
that are appended to my report.

Some of the economic difficulties that are faced by marriage and
families in our country, however, have been not helped at all and
sometimes exacerbated by Government policies, as you are well
aware. | will make reference to a couple of them which have been
corrected or remedied and others that may not yet have been.

This year the marriage tax penalty is being reduced over a 2-
year period and it will be a benefit that married couples where
both spouses are employed will no longer be penalized under our
tax system for being married.

It was in early 1979 that the legislation made it possible for older

" Americans who were receiving social security to not have their
benefits reduced if they married.

[c




28

Presently I understand that there are some Government policies
which are not in the best interest of marriage and family life. For
example, if tax credits are given for child care outside of the home,
why should not those same tax credits be available if one’s rela-
tives are providing the child care? In other words, strengthening
and facilitating family ties rather than undermining them.

The final attachment that I have included in my writtun report
is a series of recommendations that came out of the White House
Conferences on Families. Not all of those recommendations I agree
with personally, but I refer and highlight those where there was
the greatest degree of consensus among the voting conference dele-
gates.

The first one addresses the stresses to marriage and family life,
which are imposed by business or by industry that could be made
more flexible; flexitime, more flexible leave policies, and so on.
Could not the workplace itself enhance family life by taking note of
}_}}e‘)things that they do that are not helpful to marriage and family

ife?

Another thing that has been of concern to me is that women who
choose to remain at home and be homemakers or housewives, their
role seems to have been derogated or depreciated. Is it not possible
that either government or industry can recognize or legitimize the
career of choosing to work in the home? Some suggestions have
been that there could be equal vesting of social security or pensions
between spouses and by considering assets accrued during ti.e mar-
riage as equally earned.

I am not sure about the viability or desirability of these, but they
are possibilities.

Senator DENTON. Excuse me.

You said equal social security. What was the other?

Dr. MiLLer. Equal pensions; equal social security; and assets that
are accrued during marriage being considered equally owned. One
of our concerns now has been with displaced homemakers who do
not currently have these kinds of legitimized recognition or protec-
tions.

I think it is very significant that the Federal Government is
turning its attention toward the ways that marriage and family life
are affected by the economy, by Government policies. And I ap-
plaud you and your committee for taking the initiative here in
holding hearings on this vital issue.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Miller foll ows:]
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Introduction

uring the 1960's and early 70's the decay or demise of marriage and
family 1ife in the United States was frequently predicted. The predictions
were wrong. There have been significant changes in marriage and family
patterns in recent years, but these social institutions have not been, and
are not 1ikely to be, radically transformed. They are certainly not about
to disappear or be replaced by some new social inventions. Marriage and
family life are primary integrative and affective arrangements in all human
societies. Their form and character varies around the world just as there
are notable ethnic, social class, and religious differences within this
country. In this brief presentation I will profile marriage and parenthood
in the United States, emphasize the favorable values Americans have toward
these aspects of their lives, and note selected relationships between econ-
omic variables and marriage and family life.

Brief Profiles of Marriage and Parenthood - .

Americans are remarkably marriage oriented, considerably more so than
people are in other advanced societies. About 95 percent of those in the
U.S. aged 40 or more have married at least once. About 15 percent have
married a second time, and 2 or 3 percent have married three times or more.
Divorce rates in the U.S. are also uncommonly high; they have more than
doubled in the past 20 years and it is currently estimated that over one-
third of young first marriages will end in divorce. Remarriage rales have
begun to decline, but of those whose first marriages end in divorce, about
three-fourths marry again with men being more 1ikely to remarry than women.
Recent trends toward delaying marriage, 1iving together, and single parent-
hood are usually viewed as temporary situations by those involved, not as
taking the place of marriage. .

Parenthood in the U.S. is also overwhelmingly normative. Approximately™
90 percent of married couples who can bear children do so. Substantial
changes have occurred, however, in the number of children desired and bora.
Into the late 1960's the most preferred number of children among Americans
was four, whereas two children has been a relatively stable preference for
approximately a decade. Actual fertility has held fairly stable for nearly
a decade at or slightly below replacement levels of 2.1 births per married
woman. Although there has hbeen much pubiicity about childlessness, those
desiring no children have not increased substantially.

In sum, marriage in the U.S. has been, is now, and in all probability
will continue to be a normative, expected event in the 1ives of nearly all
Americans. Likewise parenthood is strongly desired and realized by the
large majority although fewer children are desired and being born per family
than in any previous generation. This brief overview has been largely
def;lo%:aphic, and we now turn to how Americans feel about marriage and family
relations. .

92-634 0 —=82~~3

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

30

.value and Importance of Marriage and Family Life

The question of how Americans feel about their marriage and family -
experiences have been addressed in literally thousands of investigations.
I will draw most heavily from studies conducted at the Institute for
Social Research at the University of Michigan because these studies have
a national scope, they have been replicated over time, and they have also
included other issues of interest in this hearing. The ISR surveys are
based on nationally representative samples of adults interviewed in their
residences about various dimensions of their lives, including their jobs,
standard of living, neighborhood, friends, marriage, family, health, and
so on. In both the 1971 and 1978 surveys Americans reported the greatest
degree of satisfaction with their marriages, followed by their family life,
their health, and so on (Campbell, 1981; Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers,
1976; see Attachment A for complete data). They were notably less satis-
fied with instrumental resources such as financial savings, standard of
living, and income. An interesting conjecture about these differing levels
of satisfaction was stated by the investigators as follows: "As we see,
Americans are most 1ikely to express high satisfaction with their marriage
and their family life and low satisfaction with their economic status and
education. It can be argued that marital and family relationships have a
uniquely intimate character that makes them inherently rewarding while the
more impersonal domains of standard of living and education are less central
to the emotional life of the person and are less capable of giving satis-
faction. [t may be, however, that levels of satisfaction in these various
domains of 1ife are influenced by a very different consideration, the pres-
ence or absence of external objective standards to which the individual's
present status can be compared. People may feel most satisfaction with
those domains of their lives for which it is most difficult to find an
objective standard and least satisfied in those domains for which such a
standard clearly exists" (Campbell, 1981, p. 47).

Respondents in the ISR studies were also asked about the jmportance
of these domains of 1ife experience (See Attachment B). Tha is, they
were asked to state in a summary way how important each of these domains
was to them. Again [ quote from the report: "Marriage seems to be con-
sidered the most important domain: over one-half of the sample chooses
'a happy marriage' out of ‘he set as one of the two most important things
to them, and three out of four rate this item as 'extremely important'.
Family life, closely linked to marriage, predictably receives strong
importance ratings as well. Good health is another domain seen as very
important” (Campbell, et.al., 1976, p. 83). At the lower end of important
things in 1ife were organizations, financial affluence, recreation, and
so on. These evaluations were direct assessments of what Americans felt
were the most important aspects of life.

The importance evaluations are remarkably consistent with the results
of 2 national Gallup Poll which is scarcely a month old. The Gallup
survey, released at the end of January, 1982, also found that..."eight
in ten participants (82 percent) assigned one of the top two positions
on an 11-point scale to the importance of their family life. Similar
proportions indicated that their physical health (81 percent), self
respect (79 percent), and personal satisfaction or happiness (77 percent)
were about equally important to them. On the other hand, fewer than one-
fourth the respondents (22 percent) said that social recognition was very
important in their lives...Other assets earning relatively low importance
ratings ir.lude: having enough leisure time (36 percent), having a high
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income (37 percent) and having a nice home, car and other belongings (39
percent)." (Gallup, 1982 see Attachment C).

The importance of various 1ife domains has: also been assessed indir-
ectly. In the ISR studies respondent satisfactions with 1ife domains were
statistically related to how satisfied they were with their life in general.
Although having a comfortable financial situation was accorded lower impor-
tance in direct evaluations by respondents, satisfactions with their own
financial situation was strongly related to their overall sense of well-
being. Clearly economic satisfaction contributes to being generally
satisfied with 1ife, but it is not the only contributor or even the most
powerful one. The authors emphasize how inadequately a simple theory of
economic determinism would explain differences in life satisfaction --
there are many satlsfled poor people and dissatisfied people who are well
off financially. “If we attempt to account for life satisfaction on the
basis of economic satisfaction alone, we discover that we have left most
of the differences between individuals unexplained" (Campbell, 1981, p. 51).

In summary, Americans value marriage and family relations as the most
important dimensions of 1ife and they report very high sa' isfaction as
deriving from them. This is not to deny the very real problems, conflict,
and violence in marriage and family 1ife, but simply to point out that, in
general, these aspects of life receive the highest importance and satis-
faction evalutions.from Americans.

Economic Ties to Marriage and Family Life

One ourpose of this hearing, as I understand it, is to investigate the
gencral impression that individuals have gradually turned away frdm social
obligations, duties, marriage and family ties, and putting others first to

a more self-centered interest in personal fulfillment, personal gratification,

and "meism." If there has been such a shift among Americans it {s too
global .nd elusive to be effectively pinned down in an empirical way. I
can be of Vittle help in illuminating this issue. 1 will, however, high-
light a nunber of specific and important ways that econemlc condltlons
intersect with marriage and family life.

Currently more than half of American women are employed outside the
home. Many women work, 1ike men do, because their families need the income.
This is hardly a selfish motivation although many women, 1ike men, find
enjoyment and fulfillment in their jobs. Mothers who work full time,
however, feel particularly stressed about having too 1ittle time for them-
selves, their families, and their jobs. The situation is ekacerbated by
relatively rigid employment policies and by the fact that their hushands
do hardly any more work around the house than do husbands of women wao are
not employed. The effects on children of having both parents work depends
on many factors: their age; quality of substitute care; attitudes of their
parents, and so or (Harris, 1981).

For both men and women it is clear that there are often conflicts
between their work and family 1ife. In a national study conducted for
the Cuepartment of Labor, one-fourth of all workers who were married or
living with children under 18 reported "moderate” work-family conflicts
and another 10 percent reported "severe” conflicts between their work and
family life (Pleck, Staines, and Lang, 1980). The specific working condi-
tions contributing most to work-family conflict were excessive working
hours, scheduling incompatibilities, and physical or psychological duties
that caused fatigue or irritability (See Attachment D). Among the con-
sequences-of these conflicts are lower satisfaction with the job, the
family, and less contentment with 1ife in general,
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Some of the economic difficulties for marriages and families in the
U.S. have been created or held in place by federal laws. For example,
the so-called marriage penalty tax has taken more ingome from married
couples with both spouses working than if they were upmarried. In
another example, until the law was changed in January, 1979, older
couples could receive higher social security benefits by cohabiting
than by getting married. It seems to make little sense for family
relationships if tax credits currently are allowed for childcare
expenses paid to others, but not if paid to relatives. The 1980 White
House Conference on Families developed @ number of recommendations
relating to the economic well-being of American Families (see Attach-
ment E). 1In closing I will refer to those recommendations on which
there was the greatest consensus (endorsed by over 90 percent of the
voting delegates at all three conference locations).

Workplace policies. Business, labor, and government could encourage
and implement personnel policies that help, not undermine, strong family
life. It appears that some of the largest corporations are beginning to
make efforts in areas such as flexitime, flexible leave policies, and so
on. But, could more be done in the workplace to enhance family life?

Home as a workplace. Government could recognize the economic value
of homemaking by making it a career in the Department of Labor, by
equally vesting social security and pensions between spouses, and by
considering assetts accrued during marriage as equally earned.

The Marriage penalty tax, already referred to above, has been acted
on by Congress, and hopefully resolved.

Tax credits and deductions. If tax credits are given for child care
outside the home, why not for childcare while working in the home? Why
not foster family involvement by providing tax credits for the home care
of the elderly and those with infirmities?

It is significant that increasing notice is being taken of the ways
business and government actions impinge on families. Americans do, after
all, place very high values on these aspects of their lives." Thank you
for looking into linkages between work, materialism, and family life.
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- Attachment A

Distributions of Domain Satisfactions: 1971 and 1978
Completely Completely
satisfied dissatisfied Total Mean
Domain R 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

Marriage-1971° 58% 25 7 7 2 1 +t 100% 1.73
Marnage-1978 5+ 27 9 S 2 3 1 100 1.77
Familv life-1971 +“+ 30 B 7 3 3 1 100 2.08
Family hfe~1978 37 32 15 9 4 3 1 100 2.2
Health~1971 45 27 9 9 4 3 3 100 2.2
Health~19:8 40 29 12 8 S 3 3 100 2.8
Neighbothood-1971 16 21 13 1n 4 3 3 100 .24
Neaghborhood=1978 0 26 13 12 S 2 2 100 .29
Friendships~1971 37 3 1% 12 4 1 N 100 2.26
Friendshipi~1978 30 35 17 10 S 3 3 100 .33
Housewatk-19713 +“# 21 11 15 4 3 2 100 .29
Housework-1978 35 22 1 19 6 4 3 100 2.65
Work-1971% 36 30 13 13 4 3 2 100 .33
Work-1978 32 033 15 10 S 3 2 100 .82
Life in the U.S.~1971 34 25 20 13 H 2 I 100 2.39
Life in the U.S.~1978 31 9 220 B 5 1 1 100 2.38
Community- 1971 38 2 15 16 S 3 2 100 240
Community-1978 ' 34 2% 17 15 5 2 1 100 241
Housing-1971 36 26 15 13 5 2 3 100 2.8
Housing-1978 38 27 4 1 5 3 2 100 ) 2.34
Sclf-1978% 18 4 23 12 4 1 1 100 2.51
Standard of living= 1971 28 2% 19 14 7 4 3100 269
Stndard of living-1978 23 28 19 16 8 4 2 100 278
Family income-1975¢ 16 22 20 18 1 7 6 100 3.29
Amount of education~1971 27 15 14 16 9 8§ 11 100 1331
Amount of education-1978 20 15 15 18 B 8. 11 100 3%7
Savings-1971 19 16 14 15 1 10 15 100 3.3
Savings=1978 14 17 15 16 14 10 14 100 3.:8
Life as a whole=1971 22 39 21 N 4 2 1 100 2.4
Life as 2 whole=1978 22 38 2 11 4 2 1 100 2.4
Number of cases—1971 2146
Number of cases~1978 3692

* Asked only of married people.

+ Less than one percent.

$ Asked only of women, excluding students and retired women.
§ Asked onlv of people working for pay.

2 Not asked n 1971.

/

Source: Campbell, 1981, p. 240.
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Attachment 8

Tuble 3-4: Means and Distributions on Importance Ratings of Domains®

Proportion

AN e -~ e Py .
<TE 2= E 8SEx3 naming this
Eg guggggg as one of
5§ga-§§ggag two most
WENEQESERZE . important
1 2 3 4 5 Total Mean domains
Being in good health and -
in good physical
condition 0% 2 8 Foo* 100% 137 35
A bappy marriage 4% 17 3 27 4 100% 144 55
A good family life~having

family members you

can enjoy being with 67% 24 6 2 1 100% 1.46 36
A good country to live in

=2 country with a goéd

government 62% 26 3 3 1 100% 1.54 17
Having good friends, and

the right number of

friends 4% 36 19 10 1 100% 2.08 6
A house or apartment

thatyouliketolivein 359 34 19 10 2 100% 2.10 8
An interesting job 38% 32 13 7 10 100% 2.19 9
A city or place where .

youlike to live 28% 40 20 9 3 1009 2.2t 3
Adavioga strong :

religious fajth 8% 22 16 16 8 100% 235 23
1hings you like to do

when you are not

working—hobbies. and

things like that 14% 28 28 25 S5 100% 279 2

A large bank account, so

thatyou don't have to |

worry about money 16% 19 27 30 8 100% 2.94 6
Organizations you want

to belong to 3% 8 13 35 41 100% 4.0t .

These ratings were given to item J2 in the interview schedule (Appendix B).

Source: Campbell, et.al., 1976, p. 84.
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Attachment D

Table 1. Frequency of work-related conflict reported by family members

No Little Moderate Severe

Group « conflict confliet conflict . conflict

. Percent *

Al family members? couiiiiiiai it H 41 2 ‘10
Employed husbands with employed wives . . R 4 42 21 1
Nochildren c.vvvenansnsnnmanns A 37 20 ?
Preschoolchildeen .. vniinnnscrsnssrnnnsans 23 41 23 13
Schoolsge children v ocuevnrsnssnssnnsnesnonns 20 47 21 12
Employed wives with employed husbands . . « 22 39 28 10
Nochildren couavee kks (21 19 1
Preschoo! children 12 40 36 12
Schoolage children ccon v vnnninsnionnannnnsees 16 4 31 9
Employed womenin onepazent families «. v vrieavnnnnn 17 58 14 n
Preschool children .o v vuicncaas 19 56 - 9 16
Schoolage children .o i ceianeciisnnsnentnnnes 18 60 18 ?

1Toul sample size is 1,064: percentagea based on weighted sample,

Soutce Pleck, Joseph il,, Graham L. Staines, and Linda Lang, 1980, Conflicts between work and hmﬂy life.
Nonthly Ladoe Rcvuw 103(3):29:32, U.S, Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,

Note: Figures may not add up due to rounding,

Table 2. Family members reporting common types of work-family connléu

Group Excessive SChtd}ll’ Pall(uo‘l‘nd
work time incompatibitity irritahility
Percent
CALLamdy membend ¢ it i it i et an 50 28 15
Employed husbands with employedwives . .. .0 v ovv. s 83 22 11
Employed wives with employed husbands « v v cxavvnvann 39 39 27
Employed women In one-parent families « oo tveusaees 10 so - 7 a8

1Totlsampleaize i 372, percentazes based on welghted sample of those expenencing modecate or severe conflict,

Soutce Pleck, Joseph H, Graham L. Staines, and Linda Lang, 1980, Conflicts between work and family lite,
Nonthly Lebor Rcview 103(3) 29.32, U.S Department of Labor, Bureau of Labgr Statisties.

Note: Figures may not add up due to tounding,
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Attachment E

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO YTHE ECONOMIC WELL-BEING OF FAMILIE: -
FROM THE NATIONAL WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON FAMILIES . ’

Employment and Work

Full employment (B-86%. 90%,
90%, M-73%, TI%, 79%, L.A.-14%)

All branches of government should
strengthen  and  enforce existing
feguslation on programs for full em-
ployment, specifically implement:
ing the Humphrey-Hawkine Full
Employiient Act. Full employment
program: ghould be targited to
Wenagers. minonties, women; and
ether underemployed persons, Ade-
quate 3upport sermces to facili-
tste full employment muat be made
svailadle, such a3 public transporta.
»” to connect rural and anty
paple with jobs, child care facilic
Lee, 3nd comprehensive trmning.

Loploymentdiscimination(B 92%, Y

80%, M-70%, 88%, L A.-76%, 70%)

Fejeral, State, and local govern
ent should more effectively moni
tor snd enforce exmsting legualation
snd ensct additional legislstion pro-
bibutiag all forma of duenminstion
snd  haraument in empleyment,
Goveinment should explore ways
to define and suppect equal pay for
comparable work.

Workplace policiea (B 96%, M 91%.
L.A -90%)

Bunness, labor, and government
should encoursge and implement
pertonnel poliCiea that help main-
tain 2 strong family life, such as
Rexitime, flexible leave policies for
both sexes, Job shanng programs.
child cate centers, dependent care
options, and parttime jobs with
protated pay and benefits Em.
poyers should also recognize the
possible adverse effects of reloca:
tions on famulies and provide sup
port and options.

Home as ¢ workplace (B 95%, 94%,
M 93%_39%)

Federal State, and local govern
ments should recoinize the ecot
nomic and career value of home-
making by Promoting 2 pomntihve
wnsge  of homemaking through
medid campaigns and education,
establishing homemaking a3 a cateer
by the Department of Labor. vest
ing soctal secunty and pension
funds equally Dbetween 1pouses

wthout reducing benefits: and
connidening assets accrued duning
marrage 1 equally earned. Addi-
tlonally, there should be a3 complete
system of uppoft services for dis-
placed homemakers,

{nflation and Ecoromic
Presturns

An.l-inflation policy (B-78%.M18%.
%)

Federal, Siste, and local goveen:
ments should support antinllation
policies which put special emphaus
on food. health, enetgy, and houar
ing, including a national health
ptogram and lower intermst rates.
Antiinflation  policiea should not
cause unemployment or place the
burden of controlling inflation on
any one social of econamic group.

Eneegy policy (B-78%. MI3%,
L.A-83%)

Federal, State. and lacal govern.
ments should support a compres
hensive national energy pohcy in-
cluding support to find effective,
ssle, alternative enerfy sources, and
support for mass trannt

Income Secunity

Income m

limits on income earned in tetires
ment; remove dependency category
for spouses and dev¢lop an earnings
shanng progeam; provide quarters
of social secunity credit for man
and women taking off from employ*
mant for child rearing Ume; provide
tambursement for care of handie
capped and elderly at home: pro-
vide survivot besefits regardless of
age and childeen; provide equitsble
treatment of homemakers: relax the
N ligbiity for disability

provide benefits to
employed hushande and wives as
indmduala rather than mamed
couples; and provide for equitsdle
allowances lor discrepancies in lite
expectancy.

Tax Policy

Martiage penalty (B-96%. M-95%,
L.A92%, 90%, 30%)

The Prendent and the Congress
should support legulation to
sliminate the tax penalty for two-
wotker marned couples. The aggre:
€ate tax pud by a married couple
with dush incames should be no
grester than the aggregqate tax pad
by two single indinduala with
umilar adjusted gross incomes and
deductions,

(M73%, LA-83%)

The Federsl Government should
bear the major responubility for
financing income maintenance pro-
gtama. establishing national stan
datds, and supervising State admin-
wtratiun of  programs.  Beneflts
should be adjusted for regional
vatistions Programs should .iter
face with federally funded amploy-
ment. education, and training pro-
grams, and ;hou'ld be available re-
gtdlesa of race, sex. language,
culture, manital status. educational
level, or region,

Social secunty (B 92%, 91%, M. 18%,
LaAI8%)

The socul secunty system shoutd
be simplfied and integrated with
other Federsl 1ncome prograns to
enture & minimum living atandard
at least equst to established poverty
fevel for all eldetly Changes in
social secunty ahould provide higher

fnflation penalty (B-S1%, M 93%,
L.A:90%)

The Preuident and the Congress
should support legislation to index
the Federal pertonal income nax
rates and brackats to adjust for
inflation

Inheritance tax changes (B-96%.
M3%, 95%, LA, 92%, 90%, 90%)

IRS fawa should be tevised to elim.
inate inhetitance tax fot spouses.

Tax credita and deduction (B 96%,
54%, M 95%, 93%, L.A-90%, 90%)

IRS lawa should be revised to pro-
vide tax ¢redit for full time home-
making and child care, increased
childcareidependent care tax credits
{ot wotking parents. tax credit for
home care of eldetly and those with
infirmities, and tax deduction for
family saving plan.

Note Recommendations have been

phrated B * Ba Cont

Angelee Conference Pencentsgn stand for Ppercentage of voling deleg
telaied tecommendation Morte t} an one percentage indicatea several ralated recommendstions.

s Me M
dicsted €

polia Conlerence, L A\, = Loa

WINTER 1981, Family Economicy Review

e who voted for a
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Senator DeNTON. Thank you very much, Dr. Miller.

You know, the interrelationships committeewise here are amaz-
ing. In Veterans' Affairs I have had to address the question you
just brought up. There are a number of former wives of service
men who wish to make it possible for them to be entitled to one-
half of—to use a fraction, but I think that is what it was—the
man'’s retirement money automatically in addition to whatever ali-
mony they get, because when he was serving, they were serving, et
cetera. You get into all kinds of details about why this shouldn't be
done. Like the serviceman moves around and the wife, therefore,
can choose the community and property more than anybody else.
But it all amounts to the fact, it seems to me, that the peripheral
point that you all were touching on, namely the divorce rate
having gone up, I hope somebody addresses the fact that we may
not be going into marriage with quite the same commitment that
we did say a generation or a generation and a half ago, in which
that kind of consideration wouldn’t even exist.

For example, in my family—and I am not putting myself up as
sacrimonious—we only have two kinds of money. our money and
her money. There isn’t any of my money. I trust her, you know.
She handles all of our bills and all the bank accounts. I never know
how much money.

So, in a couple that is committed to one another and has a plan
to remain together forever, for life, that is not a problem. But
when you have a couple who have had indoctrinated in them, or
had a lifestyle habit before marriage in which the sexual exclusiv-
ity between the two—is achieved, or an unimportant aspect of the
commitment, or they get married thinking they can break it any
time because everybody else does, it seems to me that that leads to
some of these problems which we have to assess, the ones I have to
assess and many have assessed in marital affairs.

But I totally agree with you about social security. My wife, who
has probably worked harder than I have over my life, isn't entitled
to exactly as much social security as L [ am perfectly willing to say
that.

They are outliving us, the women are. They say that theory is
not true of women that work in the workplace.

So, it is an interesting problem to try to find out where the
equality is.

Dr. Miller, at a hearing that this subcommittee conducted last
September on “"Primary Intervention in Societal Problems. The
Role of the Family”, we heard testimony that there has been an
increasing tendency for parents’ respunsibilities in child-rearing to
be left to schools and even the television set.

Would you trace much of the cause of this transfer of responsibil-

ity to the fact that families huve less and less time to spend with.

one another?

And, if you would, is this fact due to external phenomena, such
as jub pressures or need to keep ahead financially, or is it more be-
wause of ternal factors such as the perception or persuasion that
the role changes within the family?

Dr. MitLEr. I am unconvinced that parents now have any less
time to spend with their children than parents in former genera-
tions have had. I don't know that our lives are that much busier

A0
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and I don't know that there are data available that would address
that question in a very specific way.

As far as. whether changing roles or joh experiences have greater
effects or one more effect than the other on parent relationships
with children, I think it is clear that both play a part and it is not
a question of either/or.

ocial roles are just expectations about who should or who ought
to do things and how they should be done. And I think that the
expectations or the acceptance of women’s employment, for exam-
ple, clearly makes it more likely that they will be employed.

But work experiences when it was not normative for women to
be employed—for example, during World War II—have been dis-
cussed and described as the recent beginning of women's employ-
ment in large numbers, that women entered the work force during
World War II and it was not really a normative expectation, and
have continued to be in the labor force in greater numbers than
they were before that time.

So, whether it is a matter of changing roles or experiences on the
job that has caused decreased time or decreased quality of time of
parents with children, I don’t know. ’

There is also the question of whether, in fact, parents are spend-
ing less time with their children. For example, in the area of fa-
thering. There is considerable evidence that suggests that fathers

. ... currently are more involved in the birth process, in caring for in-

fants and young childret., than they ever have been in the past.

Senator DenTON. Well, that is true.

You say there is no data to indicate that the mother is spending
less time with the children on the average day and yet you indicate
that there is a great increase in the number of unwed mothers
working outside of the home and children in daycare centers.

I find that curious. You say there is no data. It seems almost like
commonsense that that would have to be the case.

But the whole issue of quantity of time and quality of time would
indicate that there is a difference.

So, I would question when you say there is no data available. I
am saying it almost has {o be commonsense.

Someone went so far as to say—and this is in articles national-
ly—that if you spend 10 good minutes with a child, that is fine.

thers will say: Suppose that is not the 10 minutes that the child
wants. Suppose it wants'3 hours some other time.

Are you saying that there is no difference in the amount of time
being spent?

Dr. MiiL=r At ihe level that you just suggested we can clearly
imagine that there are differences. But I am saying that I am not
awarve that data have been collected on a very specific level about
the minutes and hours that mothers spend with their children now
as compared with what they did 10 years ago.

We know that there are more women employed now. That sug-
gests that they spend less time with their children now than they
did say 10 years ago. But it was specific data that I was referring
to.

Sgnator DEentoN. Dr. Burr, did you want to comment on that sub-
ject?

Dr. Burr. Yes.

(S5
(%)
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There is one thing I didn't get to which I have written in the
paper, which is that the social science data is suggesting that there
are a lot of women in our society, and probably a lot of men too,
but we don’t have data about that, which would be much better off
workiﬂg in part time or variable time positions, maybe thirty hours
a week.

So, if we could change our system so that we could get the man
back in the home more and the woman out of the home enough so
that she can be a fully fulfilled person, we probably would have a
whole lot better system. But we can’t get a whole large segment of
our society to make that kind of adjustment.

I notice that this committee also deals with labor issues. I under-
stand that labor has not been very sympathetic to some of those
changes in the work patterns. And anything that this committee
could do to inspire the labor movement or government policies to
make working part time roles more available to people, such as al-
lowing them to get proportional benefits, which is not possible
unless they are a full-time employee, I think you would be standing
on very solid social science data.

Senator DEnTON. Let me pursue that and then I will get back to
you, Dr. Miller.. . . .. el

Let's say that we want to give remuneration in proportion to the
value of the work done and we are talking about a 3-hour day for
someone. Just take that as a postulation.

I wonder if the company would regard that person's three hours
a day as valuable a 3-hours as the 3-hours of 8 spent by a full time
worker in considering the person’s contribution over the year.

What [ am getting at is: Do you not think that there is a piace
for the consideration of a minimum wage exception that goes along
with a part-time job?

Dr. Burr. Yes. I think that needs to be considered.

I also think we need to consider that it takes a certain amount of
time to start and stop on the job each day, so that the first 10 or 15
minutes are not going to be as productive as during the middle of
the work period.

I also think some new innovations that are coming up, such as
the college work program.

So that, I think there are many things that we need to consider
in this area. The bottom line, however, gets back to the issue I
mentioned in the earlier testimony, When people can have the
freedom tu choose the style of life that they think is most appropri-
ate for them, then their family life tends to be the most effective.

Now, if we have a system in our society that forces peuple into at
least a forty hour week if they are going to get full access to the
beneffts th..” surround that work role, then we are creating some
unnecessary, undesireable pressures.

There may have to be some give and take in terms of manage-
ment in industry, Government and labor, et cetera, to work out
how to do it. But | think from a social science point of view there is
good data that that is a goal worth working toward.

Senator Denton. Well, we had an intra-staff discussion on some
of those matters. And it is more of a coincidence, I guess, that I
picked up some of the thoughts and even wording from your open-
ing statement, which [ was not able to read in detail, because I
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Q .
have taken precisely the same position you have on that in search-
ing for ajust way. b

For example, my own mother, her home was paid for a long time
ago. She retired after 30 years of work. She took the time when I
came home from school to mother me very much. And after retir-
ing she got all kinds of problems. She got arthritic hands. She was
a great typist. Her memory started failing. She got some kind of a
liquid swelling problem. I formed a nonprofit organization and it
occurred to me after a couple of years that maybe I ought to let
her work there free, no money. I didn't have any money to pay her.
She worked. Her social life picked up. The arthritis disappeared
from her hands. Her memory became better than mine. She re-
achiev. d all of her youth. She is like 20 years younger. And now,
fortu ately, I think I am going to be able to pay her something.
But .at is almost incidental.

I think the people who need it, to whom it is important, it is ter-
rific to be able to put these people to work. And I think it is worth
an adjustment in our labor laws and regulations to do that.

Dr. Miller.

Dr. MiLLeg. The issue of is it possible to adjust industry and busi-

_ ness cycles_ from how _they have been_in_the past_to_enhance and

support and make possible a better family life, that raises for me
the issue of flexible schedules. It is most prominent in the re-
sponses of the national survey that [ referred to that there was dif-
ficulty in scheduling between work commitments and family com-
mitments. [f one doesn’t have to be at work say before the children
are off to school—or, as you mentioned, when you came home in
the afternoon your mother was able to spend time with you—if it is
possible for industry to reorient itself that there is a poor time and
a best time, the flex kind of concept, I think that has great poten-
tial for working out the family life more harmoniously.

Senator DenToN. Is there any interconnection, any rapport, that
may be set up, stimulated by the administration’s desire to get the
private sector involved in relieving the welfare burden in this par-
ticular area as you have both enunciated?

But is there any way that sociologists can make the importance
of this pitch because it would relieve the welfare burden if you can
make a minor adjustment in the private sector to accommodate the
scheduling of the part-time minimum wage policy?

Dr. Bugr. Yes.

[ think that part of what is going on in economics as a strategy
of changing a whole host of things in our society, part is a reduc-
tion of certain kinds of taxation. It may be that there could be
some tax incentives built in to the industrial business sector if they
wollld muve toward more flexibility in employment patterns. Be-
cause there s some cost. It is just inevitable that there is going to
be sume vost to that sector in making that kind of an adjustment.
It may be a short-term cost and a long-term gain for them in terms
of wourking out sume methods of productivity increases. But it may
be that, you know, sume adjustments could be made in terms of
thuse tax incentives that might provide considerable motivation.

Senatur DeNTON. Su, for the short-term disadvantaged, either a
tax credit or g tax incentive of some kind. But for the long term,
they stand tu gain because everybody's taxes would go down, in-
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cluding theirs. That is aside from the human happiness that comes
of being felt needed and feeling as if you are accomplishing some-
thing, as you would be.

Yes, Dr. Miller.

Dr. MiLLER. In addition, they stand to a gain from worker pro-
ductivity in terms of morgle, both on the job and in their family
relations.

Senator DENToN. I will direct this at Dr. Burr, and then, Dr.
Miller, if you wish to comment, you may.

You have cautioned this committee that some of the Government
programs that are being widely advocated in our society may have
some very undesirable long-term effects, even though they may
seem helpful in the short run. You cited a nationally funded day-
care program as one whose long-term effects might be negative for
family life.

Would you elaborate on that?

Dr. Bugg. Yes.

I know it is a very sensitive kina of issue and that there are
many aspects to it.

To illustrate one of the many aspects, I observed in your intro-

Senator DENTON. And these were all wives of working husbands.” .~
These were not single parents.

Dr. Burr. Yes.

And in that very situation I think that it is ever so useful in our
socie.y to have a wide range of methods of getting care of children
so that the parents don’t have to spend 24 hours there. Those
women need to go golfing occasionally and the guys need to go out
and they need to go out together.

So, we need to have effective methods for caring for children
other than the babysitter. We need to promote more day-care facili-
ties that are performing desirable roles.

On the other hand, if we were to adopt some day-care programs
which in the long run would start assuming the responsibility for
rearing the children in a substantial way, that would have, I think,
a devastating effect on meeting the needs of those children effec-
tively and meeting the needs of the adults.

One of the very important things that I think we lose sight of in
our society occasionally and have to be reminded of is that there is
no free lunch and we need the .ccountability and responsibility.

It is much easier to bear chi.dren than rear them. And parents
ought to be the ones that are responsible for the rearing process.

I would hate to see us create some institutional system, institu-
tionalized system, of day care which would gradually transfer the
responsibility away from the parents further than we have already
come. Because the parental process in the family institution is the
place that is going to best meet the total needs ogthe child.

So that, we .ould have aides to the parents for temporary care
that can be quite effective, but to have extensive federally funded
large scaled day care programs that would as one of their long-term
effects —and this is really an example of what I was talking about
earlier in evaluating the lung-term effects—shift the responsibility
away from parents, we sould just create another problem that
would even more serious in 30 or 10 years.
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So, I think that there are a lot of things that need to be done in
the day-care arca. There is somc serious evaluation that needs to
be done before making those kinds of decisions.

Senator DentoN. Thank you, Dr. Burr.

Dr. Miller, in your testimony you say that the stress of mothers
who work full time is exacerbated by the fact that their husbands
do hardly any work around the house.

Do you think one solution to this stress is to encourage adoles-
cents and teenagers in the home to accept more responsibilities for
themselves? Or do you think there should be peer pressure in our
saciety to make the men do more work?

I am fascinated by the way it worked out with my own children.
I have seven. Four or five of them are married. But the men seem
to be willing a heck of a lot more than I was to put on an apron
and do the dishes, change the dirty diapers, go into the birth of the
baby and see how the mother comes out. I guess that is progress.

But I definitely see a sort of neutered-like situation which has
developed. -

Would you want the man to be doing about the same thing that
the woman does in the home? Or do you think the kids ought to
start helping the parents instead of having the parents be slaves to
the children in terms of their entitlement to education and a car
when they reach that age, et cetera?

Dr, MiLLER. I think it is very healthy to involve children in the

“responsibilities that there are in a home. I wouldn't wait until they

are adolescents or teenagers to involve them.

There are things that every family needs to take care of: food
preparation and caring for clothing and maintenance of the house-
hold. Those are things that children, for their own benefit and for
the assistance of their parents, ought to be involved in from the
time that they are young.

I think one of the losses that ve have seen in our society in
moving away from an agrarian cu ture is one does not have those
same kind of necessary work experiences around the place that
there once was. But still there are things that every family needs
to do to maintain itself and that children can and should be in-
volved in.

As far as the division of labor between spouses, again that is
something that is, and from my value position ought to be, an indi-
vidual process, an individual matter. In the research we find again
that couples are most satisfied when they are able to work out an
arrangement that is agreeable or satisfactory to them, not being
pushed into a mold where you do everything because that is what
women have to do, or you do this because that is what men have to
do. Increasingly in marriage and family life we find the greatest
satisfaction and the most positive outcomes when people are able
to choose flexibly among alternatives.

I see tremendous benefit in familiy experiences recently having
come to men, particularly older men. I will give an example since
you have given several.

Older men who I interviewed saw their first child or two held by
a nurse through the glass in the hospital. In more recent experi-
ences they have participated with their wife and have been there
for the delivery of the child. They feel immensely different and
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closer to those children because of that experience than they did
previously.

Senator DENToN. I didn't mean to knock that. I am just some-
what of an anachronism. It is just hard for me. I can see that
really is a truly beautiful development and so forth.

Dr. MiLLER. I don’t see that there is any particular threat that
men are going to be expected to do more in housework or home
care type activities, but I do certainly, in responding to the first
part of your question, think it is helpful for children to be involved
from early ages in the responsibilities of family life.

Senator DENTON. Do you both think there can be mutually
worked out schedules and responsibilities, to the degree that the
couple should expect respectively that there is not going to be a
period of real just down right sacrifice with respect to I have said,
especially the mother? ;

I mean when that child is between one 1 old and 4'%, is there
any way that you cannot acknowledge that it is going to take some-
thing more from that mother in the way of giving and taking from
life for that time frame, especially if she had more than one in that
age group? Or can you just figure out a way where there is going to
be just.asmuch give and take? .

Dr. Burg. Let me makea comment on that.

Yes. I think that that is one of the beauties of life, beauty with a
capital B. That sacrifice and giving is necessary. Because when I
talked about families meeting some of those deeper needs that we
all have, that is one of the needs that we all have; is to get out of
our own “meism” kind of thing and serve and help others. And the
family provides the vehicle for that, which is by my value system a
beautiful thing for the human race. .

So, we ought to promote it, yes. But there is a qualification there
too. And that is that I think our society during this particular his-
torical epic, women are the ones getting the short end of the stick
because they have new expectations and opportunities and de-
mands, but there also is the pattern, as Dr. Miller has referred to,
which is inherently well founded, which is as women take on addi-
tional roles, the men have not been proportionately accommodating
to do their share of the dirty work. So, during this period of adjust-
ment in our history the women’s movement is not an artifact. It is
nutdan ill-founded movemvnt. It is a coming out of genuine social
needs.

As a final comment with regard to this, it would be so inappro-
priate for us to turn to government to try to solve this. We have
again the Santa Claus image that if we just go to Uncle Sam and
get some new grants or new bureaus or new proposals, that will
solve these stresses inside of the family system.

I would hope that we are learning that there are many things
that government can’t do. It is very finite and limited. This is just
another area. And we are going to have to leave it up to some na-
tional social processes to create some greater equity in the family
system in our society without more Federal regulations.

Dr. MiLLER. I understood your question to be isn't there some-
thing about the nature of an infant to a {-year-old child that makes
the tie between the mother and the infant somewhat closer or
more natural than the tie of the father and infant.
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Senator DenTON. Can the responsibilities of the mother be ar-
ranged in such a way as to not be relatively sacrificial in her life
during that time frame? Or can it be seen as a smooth thing all the
way through her married life?

Isn’t she going to have a little bit more rugged work or responsi-
bility requirement in that case? .

Dr. MiLLer. Clearly that is the case for parents, men, and
women. The investments of parenting are demanding. There is
~ore sacrifice when children are young in terms of physical de-
mnds, fatigue, getting up during the night for feedings, changing
diapers. All of those kinds of things it seems are more intensive
during the early years of life.

But we can’t say that fathers are any less able to get up during
the night and care for a baby than a mother would be unless she is
nursing and has to get up to feed the baby when the occasion
arises.

Senator DENTON. Well, give me the statistics on the mortality
ratﬁs‘)of the working mother. You know, we haven't had these yet;
right?

This guy, who is really the principal breadwinner, which is the

—— .. _sltuation_in most families, he feels that responsibility—and this ap-

plies to most animal species as well as the human species—he feels
that responsibility for that family’s well-being.

Dr. Burr made the assertion that men have not accommodated to
the fact that the women's movement, requiring them to fulfill
themselves outside of the home, puts extra stresses on them with
respect to what they do in the home because they have a dual role.
And men have not accommodated to accepting the sort of equality
or at least equitability within the home in this responsibility.

I am asking whether or not we couldn't look into whether or not
the man feels a little more stress and strain regarding the success
or failure of himself as the economic supplier.

I am talking about the dual wage earning traditional family situ-
ation.

Dr. Burk. Let me make a comment there or two or three com-
ments. .

One. I think that part of what may be happening with regard to
the morbidity and mortality rates of women in the work force may
be that we are in a transition stage when women are just assuming
those kinds of roles and that is a particularly difficult time and
period and it does create some difficult stresses. It may be that the
stresses are caused by that more than any kind of biological part of
women, which means they should be so exclusively the maternal
ones and the man out in the work force,

We do have the image that the man is the one that goes out and
slays the dragon and brings home the bacon. But, on the other
hand, when we look at many other cultures, the agrarian kinds of
cultures, I mean the difference is really very minimal and very fre-
quently the wife is much more involved in the economic production
and organization and dissemination processes than the man.

Now, we have inherited in our Western World the pattern where
the man has been the breadwinner and the woman has been the
mother. And some of that is understandable in a frontier kind of
society where the physical strength and stamina of the male may
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have been useful for some kinds of processes. But now we are in an
industrial society where the most difficult thing we do is frequently
push a button or move something around so that the automation
can do it in a slightly different place. The physical strength is not
so important. .

It may be that we ought to be about in our society rearranging
some of those traditional male and female role¢s and being much
more free in the flexibility of who does what. The initial adjust-
ment period may be relatively difficult, but it may be that we could
make rather dramatic modifications without a great deal of diffi-
culty, while at the same time meeting some things that are per-
haps not so negotiable, such as the commitment, the care, the serv-
ice, the love, the long-term bonding in human relationship, which
all of us need and which we have not been meeting very well.

Senator DENTON. I am not as familiar as you are, Dr. Burr with
that subject and, you know, being old fashioned again, I am sure I
have biases that affect my objectivity.

I am familiar somewhat with primative societies existing today
in Thailand, Burma, other places, where, as indeed you say, the
women are concerned somewhat with the production that comes

into the home and the men do proportionally more in terms of |

home duties than is the case in Western society.
However, I don’t even see an approach, even there, to a blurring
_of the sexes to the point where there is not the recognition that
there is a maternal insfinct; that the woma. is thé only one wWho
can bear a baby; that the man has a somewhat different psycho-
logical as well as physiological role in life. You know, it is going to
be very hard to get me out of that rut.

I hope that the women do get out and fulfill themselves the way
they should. [ see great validity to much in the women’s move-
ment. I share with the feminists, for example, a tremendous deplor-
ing of pornography, for example, which is what got a lot of them in
the state of mind that they are in because the men not only were
doing a double standard on them, but flaunting it.

Dr. Burr. Maybe the best solution for the immediate future for
all of us would be again to go back to the “golden mean” kind of
idea in the sense that the extreme of the traditional macho, chau-
vinistic, and excessive rigidity in the sex roles would not be wise in
the modern scene. But it may not be wise to go the other extreme
eithet, be the unisex aid complete obliteration of those differences.
And, of course, there are people speaking for both extremes.

Senator DENTON. Thank you, gentlemen.

We have other questions which we will submit for the record.

We will ask the next two withesses to come forward.

Our next panel of witnesses is Dr. Carlfred Broderick, Depart-
ment of Sociology, University of Southern California, and Dr.
Onalee McGraw, educational consultant, Heritage Foundation.

Welcome, Dr. McGraw, and welcome, Dr. Broderick.

I have just seen a light come on up there, which means I will
have to go and vote. Rather than interrupt this hearing. I will ask
Dr. Broderick to proceed with his opening statement, then Dr.
McGraw, and my staff director will preside while the opening state-
ments are being made. I will return as soon as I can get back from
voting on the floor.
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This is an amendment on busing. I have no choice but to go to
the floor. I shall return.

This is Ms. Cynthia Hilton.

[Whereupon, Senator Denton left the hearing to vote, and Cyn-
thia Hilton is now presiding.]

Ms. HivroN. Dr. Broderick, this is one of the reasons it is helpful
to get your testimony in before time, so we have some understand-
ing.

Dr. BRopERICK. | understand.

STATEMENT OF DR. CARLFRED BRODERICK, Ph. D., DEPARTMENT
OF SOCIOLOSY, UNiVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, AND
DR. ONALEE McGRAW, EDUCATIONAL CONSULTANT, HERITAGE
FOUNDATION
Dr. Bropoerick. I am happy to share some observations with this

committee.
I would like, first of all, to reinforce something that my two col-

‘\leagues that preceded me said.

« I was asked as a trainer of therapists and therapist to focus on
some of the special stresses that two career families have, and I
will do that. But before I do that, lest my comments be taken out of
context to a point that it means something that I don’t mean, I
want to reemphasize something that was said by Dr. Miller, in par-

ticulars. .

There have been 200, almost 300, studies done on working wives
and working motherc. And if you had to summarize them all you
would ha\:g\t(o make the following three statements:

Working women report they have the same physical and mental
health as full-time homemakers as a group. You just can’t make
the generalization, and make it stick, that working is bad for your
health or good for your health on the average. I am sure some of it
is good and some of it is bad, but I am speaking on the average. We
understand that that is true.

We understand that although working wives have a higher di-
vorce rate, they do not report being less happy with their mar-
riages while they are married. [ suspect that they have a higher
divorce rate because they have the alternative of getting out of an
unhappy marriage. But every evidence is that working itself is not
detrimental to marital happiness for the wives or the husbands. It
is true that there is a higher divorce rate. I think that does not
have much to do with unhappiness, but having to do with a richer
alternative because they are themselves employed.

Finally, the majority of the studies have shown that the children
of working mothers turn out as well as the children of mothers
who stay home. I am going to speak to a couple of exceptions and
you may ask more precise questions. But in general if you look at
their grades in school, you look at their achievement, you look at
their mental health, in general the children of working wives,
working mothers, score well and some evidence shows a tendency
to score better in certain areas such as independence.

Now, having laid that groundwork, I would nevertheless like to
speak to some of the particular problems that working mothers
and working wives have in greater degree than others, recognizing
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still, once more as a caveat, that all working mothers don’t have
thiese problems and all working wives don't have these problems.
But I was asked to talk about some of the special problems that
they do have.

Some reference has been made already as to whether or not
working wives spend less time with their children. There have been
hundreds and hundreds of studies. There is no question that when
a women goes to work she increases by about 50 percent her total
weekly workload. The 8 hours a day that the average woman who
works only in the home ¢pends on the home is reduced to only 4
hours a day.

The consequences are not just true in America. It has been true
in Socialist countries where they have a very strong tradition of
women in the labor force. It is true in at least 12 different coun-
tries where research has been done. .

Let me be rather specific on that.

When a woman goes to work the weekly housekeeping goes from
50 hours to 28 hours. Her husband, who traditionally spends 4
hours a week around the house and 4 hours in the yard and with
his car, does not substantially increase his participation when she
goes to work full time. This results in her cutting down on every
measure of leisure activities—gardening, visiting friends and rela-
tives, watching television—whereas her husband does not reduce
his ixpenditure of time in any of these categories when she goes to
WwWOrk.

We have mentioned that she spends less time with her children.
Studies have shown that the average woman who stays at home
full time spends 80 minutes a day in direct play or interaction with
her children, 80 minutes, 1 hour and 10 minutes a day, she has
spent directly with her children. That is cut down to 40 minutes a
day, when she goes to work. The man doubles his time with the
children from 6 minutes a day to 12 minutes a day. That is not
fully compensatory, I think.

So that, there is unquestionably a net loss to the home environ-
ment and to the child indicated in these studies; a net loss some-
thing on the order of 30 minutes a day in parental attention.

So that, we need to know that one of the crises, one of the prob-
lems, which families need to deal with when a woman goes to full-
time work is that she increases her workload 50 percent while her
partner increases the workload not at all. And that causes strain of
two kinds. .

One, it causes personal strain on her. Anybody who increases
their workload 50 percent will have some personal strain.

It also causes a strain on the marital relationship when she calls
her husband’s attention to the injustice.

There have been studies that have followed the division of labor
in homes over at least several decades; 25 years ago it was found
that women did 80 percent of the housework, men did 1 | srcent,
and children did 10 percent. In 1978, women did 80 percent of the
housework, men did 10 percent, and children did 10 percent. There
was no change in the amount of housework that men did, and no
change in the amount of housework that children did.

° So, women are quite justified in their increased level of dissatis-
faction with their husbands and with the society that caused that.
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Working wives and their husbands have issues around the fact that
she feels it is unjust that he is not more involved. He may feel very
resentful that he is challenged in that vay. What he had counted
on was being able to come home after a hard day's work and possi-
bly watch a movie on TV. Now he has to feel guilty because he is
not doing the things that he sees as a woman’s role.

Men are having a hard time with that. Many just won’t do it.
And thal does not enhance the marital relationship.

So, we observe as therapists, there is resentment. The male feels
that the rules have changed on him. He didn't expect that his mar-
ried life would mvolve his feeling guilty because he wasn’t doing
these things. And the women are upset because they feel that they
are being unjustly overburdened.

Where there is a dual career (as contrasted to the wife merely

haying a job) and women are making money comparable to their
husband's and have career commitments comparable to their hus-
d's—additional problems that come up such as time priorities,
overtiine, et cetera.
One of the solutions, however, is to develop a business type
afrreement: your check goes here and my check goes here; if we di-
orce, you will get this and I will get this; and fo on. I count this
}l: un}:inppy solution in that the quality of the marital band is
hanged. ,

One other issue that might be raised is the evidence that there
has been a dramatic increase in infidelity on the women’s side.
Men have stayed at their traditional 50 percent, which is not a
very proud record. However, the women have moved up to match
them. Women outside of the home have an opportunity to meet
people who are more successful than their husbands, more sensi-
tive to their needs, and so on.

[ mention this because | think that part of liberating people has
led to a dilution of the exclusive marital commitment.

While it is true that working women are no more extramaritally
involved than working men, it nevertheless is true that the
number of families involved in infidelity has increased over these
years and studies haive shown that her employment in the market-
place has been one factor in that.

I think what it :;‘wws is that human beings out in the world see
more alternatives,and have fewer controls upon their activity and
behavior. Men alzays had that situation. Now women seem to take

equal advantage, if that is the correct word.

In any case, it does cause a strain on marriages and a great deal
of marital stressjand divorce. ]

Now | would }ike to talk b.iefly about the mother's employment
and the quality jof parenting.

[ want to say very little about the first few years of life because
we have heard, so much about that. The evidence is that it is most
difficult for ygung children when their mothers are employed and
they are in t{\g care of strangers.

I won’t elaborate on that because I haven’t the time. But it is
well documented. I have quotes in my written document on that.

However, a concern which as a family therapist 1 run into a
great deal is chronic undersupervision, particularly in the early
teens. It is, very difficult even for parents to supervise this age
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child and parents find that teenagers may refuse altogether to
accept supervision from non-parents.

Many teenagers—12-, 13-, 14-, 15-, 16 )ear-olds—are left alone
until one of the parents comes home at 6 o’clock. My observatiop is
that in many, many cases Murphy’s law that if anything can go
wrong, it will go wrong, applies. Generally children of that age ‘are
not wise allocators of their own time. And I spend much of my
time with the painful consequences premature emancxpatxon at
those ages such as involvement in criminal activities or sexual ac-
tivities. Increased sexual activities among teenagers seems to be
ﬁne of the key concommitants of the absence of the parents in the

ome.

Studies suggest that unoccupied homes with both parents gone is
the chief place where teenagers get involved with sex.

The problem of supervision of teenagers is one 1 5ze no ready so-
lution to. But it is probably, from my point of view, after the prob-
lem of young children not having a steady parenting, the No. 1
problemn that must be faced in our society.

We have had a generation of young people thh no one at home,
no one there to account for their time, and the consequences of
that are well documented and unhappy.

In summary then, I do not have the solution, but I have observed
that families survive creatively despite the challenge.

For example, in some con munities they have what is called a
“latch-key”" after school program for children when the parents are
working. Unfortunately, the children who need most to be there
are not.

But I feel that communities and families will develop a mecha-
nisin for dealmg with this, as are shown in the overall statist..s.

In my view the Goverament can best help by facilitating the
families that help themselves and not by taking their function
from them.

}if we have the time and there are questions, I can elaborate on
that.

There is one thing I want to say briefly about the relative longev-
ity of men and women. There seems to be the impression here that
men die earlier because they work so hard. Actually males die
more’ frequently than females from conception forward. Women
have two “X" chromosomes and that- seems to make a difference.
More males die in utero. More males die in childhood. I don't think
we can blame it on occupations. I think it has to do with aur chro-
mosomes.

Thank you.

[The summary statement of Dr. Broderick follows:]
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Summary of Testimony of Carlfred B. Broderick, Ph.D.,
Professor of Socliology and Executive Director of Marriage
and Family Therapy Training, University of Southern
California. .

Parel 2, Hearing on The Work Ethic and Materialisnm
as it Affects the American Pamily. Tuesday, March 2, 1982;
4232 Dirksen Center. Senator Denton, Presiding.

It is my privilege todayito share with this dis-
tinguished committee some observations about the special
problems which a particular set of American familieslmus€
deal vith. These are families in which there are depén-
dent children and both parents are involved in the labor
force. In the few minutes allotted to me I wish to touch
briefly on challenges such families must face in the area ,
of stresses which impinge upon the quality of the marital
relationship and special problems with being an effective
parent under these difficult circumstances.

My comments will draw partly upon research that has
been done in the field and partly upon my own observations
as a family therapist and as a trainer and supervisor of
famidy therapists in several diverse settings.

Before proceeding, however, I wish to state three
brief ~aveats, lest my points be misinterpreted. First,

I am a.dre that research shows that working women report
themselves as having physical and mental health on a par
with full time homemakers, marital satisfaction on a par
with full time homemakers and successful child outcomes

on a par with full time homemakers. At the very least

this is a tribute to the remarkable creativity and adap-
tability of the human spirit, since, as we shall see, it

is achieved against some odds. Second, it should be

clear that the problems I shall discuss are not present

in all or even most working mother families and some of
them can be found also in the families of full time home-
makers. We do believe, however, that they are more common
in families in which both parents work away from home.
Third, it is true that as a clinician my focus is on the
problems rather than on the potential benefits (such as
increasing self esteem, greater competence and independence
in children) which may also occur under these circumstances.

«

Wife's ﬁ%p}oyment and the Quality of Married Life

Time budget studies here and abroad consistently
show that the woman's overall workload is dramatically
increased if\she tdkes on paid employment, while her hus=-
band*s load fb scarcely affected (Szalai, 1972; walker,
1970; Meissner et al., 1975). One study found that
employed women reduced their weekly housekeeping from
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4
about 50 hours to 28 while their husbands maintained a
steady 4 hours per week in this category plus an additional
4 hours in the traditional male household activities such
as maintenance and repair, fThe working wife gave up sub-
stantial proportions of her leisure activities, such as
gardening, visiting with friends and relatives, and
watching television. She even cut down on the time spent
eating and sleeping. Her husband did not reduce his expen-
diture of time in any of these categories, however (Meissner
et al., 1975). She cut her daily time with her children
in half, from about 80 to under 40 minutes of time devoted
exclusively to them. He doubled his daily time with the
children -~ from 6 minutes to 12, All in all, it appears
that unless American men reevaluate their commitment to
picking up the slack in their wives home responsibilities
when she goes to work, it will remain true that a woman
with a full time Job outside the home will have increased
her total weekly workload by about 50 percent without
any corresponding shift in her husband's workload.

Given these circumstances it is not uncommon to see
wives who.are doubly resentful of their husbands. First
they hold it against him that he has failed to provide
for their family at a level that would make it unnecessary
for her to work. Secondly, as a result the wife's bur-
den is increased by 5055 without any comparable sacrifice
on his part. He on his part may feel resentful that his
life style has changed for the worse (no dinner on the
table when he comes home, less deference, less control
oveg finances, less of her energy spent catering to his
needs.) __ -

An increasing number of women are working, not
because they have to, but because they are committed to
a career. Two career families nay encounter problems
that families with a clear sense of the wife's job being
auxiliayy to her husband's may not. For one thing,
careers are more demanding in time and energy and prio-
rity than are mere Jobs. Husbands and wives may find
themselves in direct conflict over Job transfers, allo-
cating budget priorities and many other things. Some
couples delegate nearly all household chores and child-
rearing to others who may not share their values. Some
assume the trappings of a corporate partnership with
formal rules governing the reciprocal financial and other
obligations, In either case, it is our opinion that some-
thing is last from the marriage.

Many of the gaing women have made through their
greater participation in the labor market are probably
beneficial to them and to their partners but some are
costly to both. For example, the rate of infidelity
among women doubled in the 25 years between Kinsey's
study in 1953 and a series of studies in the late 70's.
Working wives led the way in this department (although
to be fair, they have only mirrored the levels of infi-
delity being maintained among working men). Whatever
the source, this unhappy pattern places marriages under
great strain. This is doubtless one factor in the higher
divorce rates among working wives.
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Fother!s Employment and the Quality of Parenting

YVhile, in general, the children of working mothers
seem to do as well as others, there is evidence that
there may be two important exceptions. Mothers seem to
play a particularly important role in getting children
? off to a good etart in the first 3 years of life, As

. Burtonvwhite_gf ?arv?rd ?as p:t itfin his book, gg§ First
Ihree Years of Life (Eaglewood Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-

all, 1975, p. 264)%

I have devoted my whole professional career to
pursuing the question of how competent people get
that way. On the basis of years of research, I am
totally convinced that the first priority with res-
pect.to helping each child to reach his maximum
level! of competence is to do the best possible job
in structuring his experience and opportunities
during the first three years of 1ife. Now, if I
am totally convinced of that concept then it becomes
painfully obvious that to me, at least, any other
kind of job, be it formal or informal, working as
an engineer somewhere, working as the president of
a bank, working as a career professional in designing,
or in the arts, cannot really compete (in humanistic
terms) with the job of helping a child make the most
of his potential for a rich iife. fTherefore I do
not think any job is more important in humanistic
terms than the one this book describes.

A second crucial period seems to be in the early teens.
The issue at this age is not working, per se, but rather
its some~time derivative, chronic under-supervision. This
can occur even when parents are generally responsible,
This age group is notoriously difficult to supervise even
v for parents and they often virtually refuse to accept
supervision from any substitute (too old for "babysitters,"
etc,). As a result, many parents reason that they are old
enough to take care of themselves for a couple of hours
each day until one or the other parent gets home. Happily,
in many cases this works out just as they hoped it would.
In the process the child learns much about independence
and responsibility. !
Unhappily, in other cases Nurphy's law (that if any-
thing can go wrong, it will go wrong) seems to operate,
I see a lot of families in which working parents are
amazed and dismayed to discover that their trusted teen-
ager has been using their home as a setting for drinking
parties or drug operations or for organizing systematic
looting of the unattended homes in the neighborhood,
One apparent correlate to chronic under~supervision-
is a dramatic increase in teenage sexual activity with
its ugly conconitants (venereal disease, pregnancy, abor-
tion and jllegitimacy). Although many factors have con=-
tributed to this change in mores, research suggests that
the children of working mothers are the most likely to
be sexually active at each age. The most frequent location
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listed for this activity is "home,"

It is our observation that most parents will resist
all but the most concrete evidence that their home is
being used for some unapproved or even illegal activity, |
(and sometimes they will deny it in the face of concrete
evidence), One must suppose that this denial is a defense
against overwhelming guilt for their parental neglect,
unavoidable as it has seemed to them. R

In summary, it is my observation that the continuing
trend for mothers with dependent children to enter the
labor force brings with it a series of serious challenges,
In general, families seem to be finding creative ways to
resolve most of these problems but I have suggested a
number of areas in which the solutions still elude many
familie~, It is not clear to me what the government's
responi to this information should be other than to
keep inlormed.

Ms. HiLton. Thank you very much, Dr. Broderick.

Dr. McGraw, it is nice to meet you finally. It has been a pleasure
talking to you on the telephone.

Dr. McGraw. Thank you.

I will just make some very brief remarks because you do have a
text of my testimony, to which I would like to add just for the
record sections of the booklet which I wrote and call your attention
to section I, day care: What should the Federal role be? It might
add some perspectives on some of the issues that have been raised
in terms of the family over the years.

Mz. Hirton. We will be glad to add that to the record.

[The following was received for the record:]
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N “Heritage “Foundation,

A rax-exempt public policy rescarch anstitute

March 18, 1982

Senator Jeremiah Denton
United States Senator
Chaimman,

Subcommi ttee on Aging, Family
and Huean Resources
VWashington, DC

Dear Senator Denton:

Thank you for extending to me the opportunity to appear before your
subcommi ttee on the topic of “Materialism and the American Family.* This
is cartainly the time for such deeper questions to be explored.

Specifically, in answer to your question regarding the appropriateness
of a Federal role in the protection of children | would respond by saying:

The concapt of having a federal agency establishud to promote the
protection of children in such areas as child abuse is now, it seems to me,
an outmoded one. On philosophical grounds we can argue qutte properly that
the best interests of the child are served in the care of normally devoted
functionlng families. in the cases, which are very tragic, where the family
is not functioning to the point where the child is really at risk, the appropriate
leve! of government to deal with this is the local government entlty and by
extension, the state govermment. Opening this @raa up at the federal level
has, by past experience, primarily provided & support vehicle for grantsmanship
entrepreneurs and poktical cronyism. Such evils exist at the local and state
levels too, of course, but at least, following the principle of subsidiarity,
the local and state officials are closer to those they serve and therefore
fffore visible and more accountable for their own actions.

Thank you, Senatory again, for your invitation to participate on this
important topic.

Sincarely yours,
)} LA A Amam WY1 AT
Onalee McGraw, Ph.D.

EdwinJ Feulnes, &, Presdent Pt N Truluck, Executive Vice Presdent Willa Ann Johnson, Senior Vice Prenident
Burton Yate Pines, Vice Presdent Richard N, Holwill, Vice Prendent John A Von Kannon, Tressurer
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1
Excex'pt from--Criticsl Issues--The Family Feminism and the Therapeutic State, by Onalee
McSrav, The Heritsge Foundationd

Day-Care;
What Sheuld the Federal Rele Be?

Since the stunning defeat of thé Comprehensive
Child Development bill in 1971, proponents of as
extensive federal commitment to day-care have
trsed on two subsequent occasions to pass compre-
hensive legislation to establish 3 nationwide net:
work of day-care/child development centers: the
ill-fated Child and Family Services Act (1975) and
the short-lived Comprehensive Chitd Care bill (S. 4)
proposed in 1979 by Senator Alan Cranston
(D-Cahf.), which was withdrawn from active com-
sidetation a fow months after its introduction, la
both instances. proponents of federally funded
day-care were confronted with the hard political
truth that the public generally did not support such
measures.

Meanwhile, in the late ‘70s, assorted prestigious
child and family experts attempted to generate &
consensus behind a national family policy. calling
for supports to strengthen the family in the form of
job and income guarantees, health and a vast array
of entitlement services for families that needed
them. Two documents advocating this point of view
were the report by the Camegie Council on Chil-
dren, All Our Children ¥ and Toward a Netional
Policy for Children and Families® by the Advisory
Committee on Child Development of the National
Research Council. The premise embodied In both
was that families are in need of government help
beyond the federa) social services programs now ia
place; poverty, inequality and discrimination are
the enemies of families and the engine of the
federal government must be hamessed to cradicate
these evils. X
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The reasons why these proposals have had diffi-
culty getting off the ground are twofold. First. the
helping professionals who advocate them have
trouble forming a political constituency beyond

th Ives to P the P Y.
the g t-supported political k of
helping profe Is is primaril d on the

prescrvation and enlargement of existing turf and
status. Because top priority is given to turf preser.
vation, the child advocacy movement has had enot:
mous difficulty umting behind a single policy
objective. To cotrect this deficiency, Marian
Wright Edetman, head of the Children’s Defense
Fund and a leading child advocate, is currently
speatheading an attempt to set up child advocacy
polrtical coalitions in every state to gain leverage
for more government Programs.

A classic illustration of how the struggle for turf
mitigates against a united front by child advocates
occurred in the deliberations on the comp i
child deveiopment.day-care bills. There was in-
tense petition b the pubdlic educati
lobby and the day-care/child development groups
10 determine which cluster of interests should hare
the primary itulity for the prog! autho-
rized under the proposed legislation. .

Advocates for federally funded day-care advance
the positicn that the policy of the feders! govern-
ment must be tosupport the of moth
into the work fotce. This is by and large the posic
tion of the femini In testimony given
on behalf of the Cranston comprehensive child care
bill, President Carter's advisor for women, Sarah
Weddington, stated that by 1990 the need for
child care providers could increase by as much as
60 percent and that abeut 17,400 day care eenters
and 1 million family day care homes will be re-
quired for thie estimated 2.2 million o more pre:
schoolers whoee mothers will then be im the work
force."¥ o

) Conway, president of Smith College. sald in
testimony at the same hearing that economists have
indicated that as much as 49 percent of the differ-

in men’s and women's salaries may be the
result.of women's discontinuous laboe force par-
ticipation. Conway attributed part of this Jack of
continuity to child care needs, and suggested that

. 49
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government action to ensble or assist in the provi.
sions of day-care could be “the most significant
factor™ In arresting the growing differential be-
tween men'’s and women’s carmings

The srguments for comprehensive federal day-
care support are circular, starting with the sssump-
tion lhn u should be the policy of the federal gov-

hers of young children to
enter lbe work force and ratify thelr choice with
day-care support. Then, the justficstion forsuch s
policy becomes the fact that more mothers ofyoung
children azt in fact enteting the work force,

By sticking to the circular argument. proponents
of fedetal day-care support avoid the really sticky
qQuestions. WWhy sre more mothers in the work
focce? Arethey there primarily through choice, fi-
nancial ity, or some binstion of both?
What arethe curreit child care choices most work«
ing mothers are making? What is the trade-HfF be:
tween the cost of federal day-care in real dollars
snd inflation and tax pressures on families that
cause mothers to goout and woek in the first place?
Istin thebest nterest of women and their families
to have government encoutaging mothers of young
children to enter the work force by providing them
with free or practially free “services™ as incentives
todo so? Finally. 15 giving government incentives to
mothers to place their infants and preschooters 1n
the hands of others tn the best interest ol’ the
chitdren?

Workirg Ma:hers

Why do mothers work? In many cases. except
for those who tend to be in high status pobs, the
majority of working mothers work “for the
money.” These women, busy eaming exira dotlars
for the family budget, for children’scollege tutions
or hou se pay ts, are probably too h d to
notice that they have been claimed. body and soul,
by the wamen’s movement because they work.

By everyindication, these women take very serit
ously their responsibilities as wives and mothers:
they are under stress because they are seeking to
perform dual voles, and 40 percent of those 1n
fower paying. lower status jobs would quit tomor-
row 1f they didn’t need the money.* At the same
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time. these women. because they sre committed to
their home respoasibilities, often renounce higher
paying jobs that require greater job commitment;
flexibility is as important to them as the extra
income.

Working mothers in families with i upto
350,000 can receive a tax credit for up to 20 percent

of day-care capenses, Theannual cost to taxpayers

of this credit is 3500 million.»?

The Preferences of Mothers .
One of the poiste of controversy has been the
kinds of day-care working mothers prefer. Many
who are skeptical sbout the validity of more federal
child care support point to the fact that most
mothers seem 1o do well with extended hmlly.
iahbothood, aad informal care
The record is clear that the limin. number
of workin' use such arrang A 1975
study showed that only 2.2 percent of the children
of families using mon:parental care over ten hours
per week were in day-care centers. ¥

Marian Wright Edel who p d the
1971 Cumpreh Child Develop bill, solves
her day-care problem with a housekeeper whom
she employs whik she fulfills her career a8 a child
advocate.® Most of the evidence suggests that
Edelman's choice is similar to that of many work-
ing mothers who choose informal day-care over
day-care centers.

The preferences and practices of most working
mothers have been very threatening to the ideolog-
Ical assumptions of the federalized day-care advo-
cates. Clinging to the belief that mothers are
anxious to enter the work force and place their chile
dren in high quduy day-cm centers leads these
advocates to | ing garding the
concerns of mothers.

In the hearings on the Cranston bill. a poll was
cited showing that ‘“most mothers prefer high
quality day care centers to other forms of child
care” and that fully 80 percent of the non-working
mothers polled indicated that "the biggest problem
in entering the work force would be managing both
job and family.”™ The implication is clear that for
80 percent of the mothers not working, the lack of
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**high quality day care centers” provided by the
federal g {onanad sshdmg fce
scalk), consututes 8 “bartier™ to their entry into
the work force:

Anothgr view.of these same responses might
point to the conclusion that the 80 percent of
mothers of young children polled who are not
workiag are by their resp simply acknowledg:
ing the full implications of the moral responsibili-
ties they have accepted by having s family. These
mothers have concladed that in order to exercist
that responsibility fully. they can not have 8 career
outside the home as well, By suggesting that 8
*high quality day care center™ would be “nice,”
these mothers are not even addressing the issues of
whether they would want to pay its costs or have the
government pay its costs (hich would result ina
highet tax bill for the mothers’ families). What
day-€are proponents view as, & barner to thewr policy
preferences, is seen by mos? mothers as proof that
in tife “yous can't have it all,"* and that being ma»
ture means knowing that thers are consequences
for allof lite's choices.

Whetus “Quality” Day-Care?

Refetences to "high quality™ daycare centers
bringsup the g question of the definiti
of "quality.” For public sector-onented day-care
advocates, high quality day-care means day-care
centers that are funded and regulated by the gove
ernment and “quality control” of care-givers 1n
private homes through government licensing and
comphance with government standards. There is 8
great fear of "Kentucky Fried™ franchised pravate
day-<care centers while at the same time govern®
ment bureaucracy 1s seen as the absolute guaranice
for “quality.”

This was graphically tevealed in the workshopon
child care 8t the Baltimore White House Confers
ence on Eamilies. Although there were sensible
proposals for encouraging ¢ mployer and union ar+
rangements for child care for emplayces, top priors
ity was given toenlargement of the govemment role
in services. Leensing and regul to provid
“qualdy child cate,” This approach did not reflect
testimony from the grass roots at the state hearings
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¥ held by the White House Conference on Famulies.

The fatal problem for federal day-care sdvocates
is that their research models of ideal day care cen:
ters are cxpensive universitybased centers popu-
lated' by budding child development professionals
who act as willing surrogate parents as part of their
studies. These« centers, according to some estic
mates. £0st approximately $3,000 to $4,000 8 year
pet child and 2-¢ heavily subsidized by the parent
untversity and by yovernment geants, These centers
ate the prototype that Bettye M. Caldwell, well-
known advocate for federal day-care and one of the
high ranking professionals in the day-care field,
has used in her research to demonstrate the benes
ficial effects of day-care centers on the develope
tment of children, -

Caldwell, in her position paper commissioned by
the National Council on Family Relations for the
White House Confetence on Familics, states that,
“most citizens fail to appreciate the importance of
day care as 8 developmental service™ and that they
view day-care as “family weakening rather than
family strengthening,"™ Professor Caldwell misses
the point: the kind of day-care that she stiempts to
provide as a “developmental serviee™ in her unis
versitysbased day-care facility is simply not avail-
able as a realistic option for most wotking mothers.
To publicly maintsin centers of this kind on 8 na-
tienal scale would require an unbearable burden
which the taxpayets are not willing to carry.

Syndicated columnist Joan Beck has asked,
“would mothers of young children be willing to
wotk full time outside the home 1f they knew it
would lower their youngsters' intelligence measure
ably2" Beck says this question is on¢ the “women's
movement will have to face™ because there is
evidence that “the quality of happy home lite is
much mote closely reisted to mental test scores
than socio-¢cconomic status.”™?

The, motheting necessary for the younger child
must be a continuous, stable daily giving of love
and interest to the child: it is not the kind of
mothering you can concentrate into 8 tired hour of
“quality time" tollowing 8 long work day outside
the home. This kind of motheting ne¢ds to be
spread over the waking day of the baby or toddler,
keyed to his i diate and matched to

8
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his responks and level of development. The myth
of "qualty time™ 15 frequently pefpetrated in
women's magazines as pant of the message to
women that they “can have it all.”

Every Child's Burthnght

In her landmark book, Every Child's Birthnight.
In Defense of Mothering ¥ psychiatrist Selma
Fraberg has brought her professional expenence
tobear indocumenting and affirming the vital and~
wreplaceadle role played by mothers in the contins
uous Joving care for their children in the crucial
early yeats, and the ternble psychic damage done
to children who suller deprivation of mothering,

Sidestepping rehigious and political dera.
tions in the delivery of her message, she demon:
s'tates the social and psychological implications for
the child and for socicty that result from deptivas
tion of mothering. including the deprivation under-
gone by children who are placed, at # very tender
age, in day-care centers for the entire day.

Fraiberg studiously avotds attempting to tell the
mothers of young ehddren that they should notem.
bark on full ttme work outside the home, but she
nevertheless feels called upon to deliver to them her
uncomfortable message on the effects their course
of action might have on the well-being of thesr chil-
dren. She challenges all mothers with this states
ment:

What of babies and smal! chikdren who are Caught
in this upheaval? Babwes have not changed thewr na

ture tn the course of human history They have not
been liberated by the changing family stykes of the
past decades. They have not eaught up with the
news thaithey ate entlaving their mothers and Causs
ing dome pheavals by the Jens of thar
birth. A while we have been professing that it
doein’t make any ditterence who feeds., bathes, dua

pers, bolds, and plays games with them. they don't
belicve o, It has taken mithons of research dollarsto
find out whal anybody's grandmother k new S0 years
130, Babui know thew parents and prefer them to
other people as early as the first few weeks of hite ™

Children who are in extreme terms deprived of
mothering became at a very early age attlicted with
the severe psychie discase of non-attachment. Ae-
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cording to Fraiberg, a child sulfertng from the dis*
ease of non+attachment has great difficulty even at
the age of three or four and cannot easily attach
himselfto others, even when he is provided with the
most {avorable condstions.for the formation of his
humanity. For the non-attached so affected,
*'drugs and brutal acts are needed to affirm their
existence,” Multiple Xillers are people with this
disease, people who are **part of the floating popu-
1ations f prisons, in the slums, the camie show,
underworld enterprises, or the streets of our major
cities.”

The rescuing of children afflicted with the dise
case of non-attachment, if successful at all, takes
**enormous resources of the state and the work of
deeply dedicated people for months and years,” yet
all of this “"normally takes place. without psychiat-
ric consultation, in Srdinary homes and with ords+
nary babies, during the first year of Jife,™*

Seima Fraiberg is clearly trying to convey to
mothers the énormous impottance of their endeav-
ors. The feminist movement, which hasin so many
quarters demeaned the society-saving function of

heting, reacted predictably with an article in
Ms. magazine (August 1978) watning women to
“Beware of Fraiberg's Apron Steings.™

Fraberg also has a great deal to say about the
current situation of mothers who are on the Aid for
Families of Dependent Children (AFDC) wellare
programs, The elforts to place these mothers inthe
work force and help to make them selt-supporting
was the rationale behind thie Work Incentive Pro-
gram (WIN) which was begun in 1973, The WIN
program, along with the much larger tederal proe
gram Title XX of the Social Secunty Act, provides
tederal funds for states which in turn establish day.
care programs for AFDC mothers. Selma Fraiberg
describes what she calls the “looking glass world™
ot fedetal day care 1n which mothers on wellate
place their own children in federally lunded day.
care centers while they undergo training as care-
giversor work intederally funded day-care centers.

The present direct snvolvement of the tederal
government 1n day-care, under Title XX and WIN,
is pumanly through its access to the AFDC
mothers. The ravonale behind the programs is that
the AFDC mothers can receive tratning, develop

»
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lls and theredy a sense of scif esteem anda mear
wte of independence, permitting them to go off
welfare and becom: self-supporting.

Perhaps a great. deal depends on the Quality of
the training the AFDC mothers are receiving. The
amount the fedkral government spends for “teaine
g’ under Title XX is considerable, amounting to
8] millon this year.® The degree to which the
Title XX programs in the states reflect Fraiberg's
Yoking glass world and the degree to which they R
are actuslly helping mothers to become selfs
sustaning depends, as it slways does, on the qual:
ity and dedication of the helping professionals
whose lving is derived frem Title XX and other
sssorigd programs built around the AFDC mothers.

Dr. McGraw. At this point I would like to make a few comments
on what I see are tremendous changes in the debate over the years
as to what the Federal Government is or is not expected to do
about a lot of the problems of the family which we have been talk-
in% about this morning.

ertainly over the last decade or so the dominant view was that
if there are certain human family related problems, there should
be a Federal agency or bureau set up to dispense grants to study
and attempt to solve the problems. This is most classically reflected
in the effort to increase the role of federalized day care.
. We have come a long way when we consider that, the dominant
approach has been to consider the absence of federally funded day
care as a barrier to women entering achieving self-fulfilment in the
work force. In documents of various commissions on women'’s
issues, commissions on day care, and other commissions as well as
various local, State and Federal agencies, even in previous hearings
probably in this very room, you would find that the rhetoric gener-
ally followed that line, which was that failure to provide federally
funded subsidized day care constitutes a “barrier” to women being
able to fulfill their roles as they see fit.

So, you can begin to see a tremendous change in the framework
of the debate. And I would submit that the election of 1980 was a
watershed.event in that regard because it reflected a concern
among many people that, whatever problems exist in terms of the
roles of men and women and the family, they are somewhat skepti-
cal about Federal Government being able to address those prob-
lems in an effective manner with more programs.

I think what we are still dealing with, however, is basically the
two-model approach. The old model still holds an attraction to
many people, which is that you are going to come up with some
sort of federally funded Government service to provide the thera-
peutic support to the family, as opposed to looking to the private
sector or to voluntary initiatives to generate solutions and means
of aiding the family.

An example that I would call to your attention would be a provi-
sion in the family protection bill, which proposes that a corporation
may obtain a sperial tax break for providing child care facilities on
site. This would represent a positive help for women in the work
force. They could bring their children with them to the site of work
and they can be close by. I think this could have tremendous ad-
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vantages for family ties. There is more time that mother and child
can spend in the car or on the bus talking and being together in-
stead of the mother having to worry about the child going to an-
other destination and then getting of her place of work.

Also, one of the things which all of us mothers who work are
very keenly conscious of constantly is the sickness and the illness
that affects our children. And if you have obligations in the work
place and your children fall sick, this can be really the moment
when those family concerns are the most telling.

By encouraging companies to provide this kind of onsite day care
I think is a very pogitive way in which Government can encourage
the private sector to take those measures which are going to deal
with the increased numbers of two earner families.

This is also a positive help to the tremendous numbers of moth-
ers who are single parents and who because of lack of support fol-
lowing divorce, are on their own and must go out and work to sus-
tain that family. The pressure on them is even greater encouraging
onsite day care is one way to solve the problem.

This represents a great contrast to the kinds of proposals we
have had in the past. )

[Whereupon, Senator Denton is now again presiding.]

Dr. McGraw. I would like also, Senator, to suggest to you an-
other dimension of this tragic problem which you referred to in
your opening remarks of the weifare system and the tremendous
numbers of families that are involved in that. The overwhelming
proportion of those families are single parent families, mothers
who are on AFDC. I think this is an area of Federal policy that
you, as a representative of that Government, elected by the people,
need to take a very close look at, because in contrast to some of
these other areas of women's roles and men's roles and problems
related to such areas as housework, .he problems associated with
welfare is a direct result of Government policies in the past.

There is a term that is used among the young in poor families. It
is “crib money.” Our young adolescent girls learn about crib money
very early. Crib money means that they can have a baby of their
own and they will have an AFDC household of their own. I refer to
the problems of these youngsters in the welfare culture in my heri-
tage monograph, the family, feminism and the therapeutic state.
Youngsters are placed on a kind of therapeutic conveyor belt be-
cause, on the one hand, they are supposed to contracept, courtesy
of the federally funded clinics, so that they will not get pregnant,
and at the same time they know full well that if they have a baby
of their own they will have an AFDC household of their own.

The tragedy is the numbers of families in the welfare culture
that are never formed in the first place, or will very soon break up
and consideratior. must be given to changing the Government poli-
cies that sustains, encourages, and fosters family hreakup.

George Gilder has written two books dealing with this: “Wealth
and Poverty,” and "Visible Man.” In the latter, Gilder gives a first-
hand account of a man who lives his entire life in the welfare cul-
ture outside of the family context.

So, there is an urgent question of what Government can do to
change its policies, whether it be in the form of assisting the chil-
dren without regard to whether or not the male is in the home,
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and economic measures to promote jobs for males. Promoting jobs
for male providers is central to changing the situation in the wel-
fare culture. I consider this a paramount concern and I hope that
under your authority more deliberation will be taking place on this
problem.

Too often we have been afraid to deal with it because we would
be called names or labeled in some way because of racial connota-
tions or class connotations. I think the time is past for us to use
such concerns to avoid examining this problem.

- [The prepared statement of Dr. McGrauw follows:]

0
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FAMILIES AND FEDERAL POLICY

»

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

»

Thank you, Senator Denton for the opportunity to addresa your sub~

committee on the important topic of government policies and their iopact
- on families. It is a paramount concern of all those who understand that
strong families are indispensable to the fabric of our national life.

The primacy of family has, of course, been widely acknowledged and
vary nuch taken for granted in lunezicen life until recent decades. A
chief characteristic of our social history is the richness of family life
that emerged from the many ethnic groups that comprise American soclety.
Thase groups traditionally placed a high value on the unique and irrepla=-
cable role of the family in the developmant of healthy and productive
individuals.

The 1960's and 70's however, witnessed a distinct cultural and
political breaking away from a consensus on family primacy. Nevertheless,
as social historian Ch:lscophe:\ Lasch has demonstrated in Haven f{n a
Heartless World, the attack on the fanily by the dominant acadenmic elite
in the fields of sociology and psychology was raging long before those
turbulent decades.

It was in the decade of the 1970's that radical cnarjes which placed
the Anarican state in opposition to traditional family values occured.
The Supreme Court declared in Roe v. Wade (1973} that mothers had the
constitutional right to rid themselves of their \.}nwnn:cd children
before birth in virtually all ci-cumstances. Thus, the state was no
longer the protector of the human right to life of the tiniest and rost

dafenscless menmbers of the family. Shortly thereafter, federal and
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state laws werc endcted to provide public funds for contraception and
apdrtion to minor children without the knowledge and consent of parents.

Meanwhile, the feminist movement issued an appeal that rapidly
spread through our culture urging women to liberate themselves from the
chains of family life and affirm their 2wn self-fulfillment at the
psimary gool. States adopted "no fault® divorce laws that removed the
legal concept of the "injured party," transforming the civil recognition
of marriage as a serious contract into a transitory semi-permanent
association of individuals, easily formed and casily dissolved.

In matters concerning sexuality, as portrayed in the popular
media and in sex educationcourses in the s~hools, sex became a matter
merely ot choices and options that the individual self makes for “"self
validation” and “growth."

Historian James Hitchcock described this state of affairs:

* one does or does not get married, does or does not remin
married, does or does not have an affair, does or does not

have children, but in each case the conditions of 1ife are

arranged in such a way that neither choice implies anything

pormanent, binding or irrevocable. Parents...increasingly

scem to want to arrange their lives so that their children

are ninimally demanding and bothersome. "Keeping one's

options opén” is the main concern of a society that has,

at long last, finally learned how to have its cake and

eat it too.

The lack of permanent coraitment reflects a growing cultural re-
jection of individual moral responsibility, robbing the family of its
natural and transcendent rnle as the vital center for human life,
growth and development. The family becomas instead a blological and
sociclogicgl, support mechanism that is only valuable to the dedree

that the individual finds tt so. If the family cannot Provide self-

fulfillment, the individual merely severs the !am%)ly tie and moves on

g
Ty




to the next "passage" in the life cycle.
‘ The role of society, and particularly the state, beccmes one of
facilitating this process by providing therapeutic "coping mechanisms.*
Schools and other institutions are touted as providers of "survival
skills.” Leading educational theorists decreed throughout the 1970's
that schools in particular were to treat the "needs” of the "total child.”
The educational theorists, strongly under the influence of such hu.mani:;tlc
psychologists as Carl Rogers, Brich Fromm and Abraham Maslow, insisted that
schools must replace "imcompetent™ parents with therapeutic training in
sexuality, values formation, death and dying, and decision making, pre~
ferably Intefrated throughout the exjis:lng curriculun.

The opaning shot in the political battle over the family was fired
in 1971, Following their own recomenda:lon;, which they had promulgated
at the 1970 White House Cont‘crenc;o on Children, a coalition of child
advocacy/day~-care lobby groups pushed through Congress a Comprehensive
Child Developaent bill to establish a national network of federally-funded
day-care/child development centers.

, The premise of the bill, clearly stated in the hearings and debate,
was that millions of American children would fail to achieve their full '
potential unless placed under the care of federally-funded child advo-
cates and day-care centers. Leading proponents of the bill, including
then - Senator Walter Mondale and Representative John Brademas, were
stunned at the widaspread grass roots opposition that materialized.
This opposition generated enough heat to obtain a veto from President

Richard Nixon.

)
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In his veto message/, President Nixon stated:

All other factors being equal, good public policy requires

that we enhance rather than diminish both parent authority

and parental involvement with children-particularly in those
decisive early years when social attitudes and conscience are
formed, and religious and moral principles are first inculcated.

Further,, he stated, this bill would commit:
AN

the vast moral authority o the national Government to the
side of ccomunal approaches to child rearing over the family-
centered approach,

Since the bill was vetocd c::’ the basis of principle rather than
econoni¢ or budgetary consideratiois, the damage done to the ‘,"chnd
advocacy/day-care lobby was 1nca1cu1a;:1e. Especially daraging to the
liberals on this issue were the significant desertions from their own
ranks of cormmonsense liberals who could not swallow the philosophical
premises of the bill's pro‘ponents. \:wllllam V. Shannon, then an editor
of The Mew York Times, stated:

The unpopular truth is thatrany community facility - call

it a day-care center or a child-development center - is

at best an inadequate, unsatisfactory substitute, and

at worst a dangerous, destructive substitute for a thld‘s
own mothek.

It was becoring clearer by the decade's end that a certain agenda
of issues, including abortion, day-care and social engflnee:ing in the
schools touched upon the central question of the plac?‘ of the family in
our society. At the same time, rising statistics on illleqltlmcy and
divorce accelerated concern about the survival of the .famhy. The family
as an institution had becore greatly devalued, but the utopia promised

by the proponents of liberation had not arrived. The Eamly had been
i

put in its place, but no one seemncd to be particularly "?appy about it.
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A tremendous number of\women had been liberated by husbands who,
through “no fault” divorce, 'no longer had to support them or their
children. Teenagers who wers told that the family was an outmoded,
authoritarian bourgeois institution watched the lives of many of their
friends dissolve in idleness, drug abuse, and suicide. As the number
of adolescants receiving sex aducation, contraception and abortion from
government funded “family planning" programs increased, so aid . rate
of adolescent abortion, illegitimacy and venereal disease,

The irrefutable evidence of a decade had shown how lacking in percep-
tion were the proponents of libex‘atio;x who loudly proclaimed that the
fanily was only one option among alternative Life-styles,

As Nathan Glazer pointed out in his article, "The Rediscovery of the

...a funny thing happened on the way to developing a radical

critique of the American family: it turxned out that the old

model was not so bad after all.

During the past scverxal years, the rec‘uscovory of the family has
taken on increasing cultural, religious and, of course, political
significance., Many would argue, for example, that the overwhelming
landslide for Ronald Reagan reflected in large part a concern that
American family life had been severely eroded, becoming, in the words of
columnist Joseph Sobran, "the lowest administrative am of the state.”

Very probably the public was reacting to the govemment policies
undertaken by the liberal politicians in power, 1.ose Policies assumed
the responsibility and the authority of the state to scrvice the antire

range of human needs. coverntent commissions aseembled to address the topic

of women and the family frequently produced reports insisting that anything

O
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less than full government subsidy for the full range of human needs
consituted "discriminatory barriers” to full participation in the good
life. Job fulfillment, eradication of sex role sterectyping, and govern
ment funded day-care are among the "services" the liberals insist the
government must deliver.

Contrary, however, to what was billed in the media and at government
funded conferences as the dominant opinion on famuly issues, the public
opinion polls done in 1980 told a different stoxy. The 1980 Better Homes
and Gardens Poll sought the opinion of 1ts readers on the question "Is

Governrment Helping or Hurting American Families?” and a 1980 Gallup poll

.was cormissioned in connection with the controversial White House Conference

on Farulies. Both revealed common themes which were to later be confirmed
by the November, 1980 election results. These themes could be sumrizsd
as follows. (1} overwhelmingly the family remains the most important thing
to most pec;ple from all walks of life, (2) a weakening of American family
life was perceived which was considered a negative rather than a liberating
development for sndividuals, (3) there was a general lack of confidence in
the ability of government to solve essential famuly problens, (4) although
there were diffurences reflected by class and race, the interesting finding
was that essential views on the importance and value of the family were
shared by people of all races, religions and walks of life.

For example, the Better Homes and Gardens poll asked, "What do you

think is the general effect of government policies on middle class families
like yours?- An astonishing 88% answered "harmful®; 4% said “helpful” 4% said
"no impact” and 4% did not answer.

-

Clearly a major cultural and political shift has occured. The question

is then, in specific terms, what Jovernment policies can be established that

Lol N3
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will serve to help family strengthen themselves and meet their essential
needs .

We pust be clear that in coday'; political terms we are talking about
two models: One is the old likeral democratic model in which government
is to have the authority and the capacity to assure delivery of social
services to the Poor, minorities and all who "need” these services and
that in spitc of the country's current exonomc problems those services
must continue to flow as they have in the past. The new model, based on
President Reagan's political and econonic phxlos'phy, calls for a real cut
back in government spending with a veiw toward freeing up precious dollars
for capital formation into productive unterprizes and jobs. The hope 1s
to restore jobs 1in the production of authentic §0ods and services as opposed
to jobs and services that are artificially maintained by liberal socaal
policies. Unfortunately, an extraordihary number of our current jobs lie
in this arzifical layer of contrived “social support” programs which are
not producing gec ~ds and services that are in demand. Thus, interest groups
t)hat are lobbying Congress to prevent budget cuts use the poor and ninori-
ties 1n‘their rhetori¢, but they are really talking about a reduction in
the number of government subsidized jobs for which there is no real demand
or need,

Accordingly, many argue that since the previous policies have merely
increased the number of dependent poor, what ls really nceded is for govern-
ment to help families by boldly promoting a truly productive cconomy. In-
terestingly the liberal media often refers to this intitiative as the "secret
agenda" Behind the budget cuts. There is nothing “secret” about it. It 13
the economic recovery program the people voted for at the ballot box in

November 1980,
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Probably one of the most important missing elements i;\ the years we
have had a government solution for €very human problem is the sense of
personal fesponsibility for one's individual actions. As layers of govern-
ment policies and programs multiply at every level, individuals are no
longer directly responsible to others for their behavior. Society becomes
responsible in the collective sense to its segments and that collective
responsibility is met by government programs. Everyone 1s responsible
and no one is responsible. Parents are no lc;nger responsible to and for
t;xexr children or to each other, those who are paid by the government arxe
not responsible for the moral and pra;clcal quality of the services
they deliver.

A classic example was the scandal in the California Department of
Social Services when it was found that large numbers of children had
been placed in the foster care of the Jonestown cult. It came to light
that the California Department of Social Services had,in effe:t, by
bureacuratic blunder and looking the other way, “signed off" on giving
children into the care of the cult. A spokesman for the Department
of Social Services denied all responsibility, attributing the tragic
afrtermath to an inevitable by-product of our modern society.

Another problem is that government funded services are in many cases
expected to be completely value-neutral with regard to the moral questions
that underlic family problems. A young social worker recently told me of
the problems she had in counseling child abusing fathers, step~-fathers
and boyfriends under the supervision of a county human services depart-
ment. Social workers were firmly told they were not permitted to impose
their values on the chxld abusers, abusers were to be counseled with

psychological techniques but under no circumstances could any God-centered
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values enter into the counseling. The frustrated soclal worker who
related this contends that this kind of misguided assumption about
“the separation of church and state” dece?mines much of what passes for
a philosophy of service in government funded social work.

A Jjuvenile judge in the same state contends that his only success
stories with kids in trouwble are those where youngsters are placed in R
private rehabilitation facilities that are guided by transendent values
and personal responsibility.

Several proposals in the Family Protection Act suggest the approach
that can be taken to help families he-lp themselves. One proposal would
establish a savings plan whereby relatives may deduct up to $2,500 tax
per year to save toward the education of a child in the family. Another
provision, already adopted, provides special tax exenptions for families
adopting handicapped youngst.ers. A third provision allows a corporation
a deduction in taxes for contilbutions to joint employee-erployer day-care
facilities.

Another area in which government policies damage family strength is

the perpetuation of a welfare culture that runs on fanilies that are

broken or never forred in the first place. George Gilder's Visible Man
and wealth nn’d Poverty should be required reading for all who believe that
strong family life is not 1nevitably the exclusive privilege of the middle
class. Too often, attermps to deal wath the perpetuation of the welfare
culture are branded as discrimination against sinorities and the poor.
The tax-paying populace 1s continuously whipped into a form of
class warfare in which it LS coerced into subsidizing programs alledged
to be for the benefit of the poor, but which in reality are welfare

programs for the “new class®™ of helping professionals. The individuals

-
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who are vulnerzable precisely because they are not functioning within
strong and scablc‘ families are placed on a kind of therapeutic conveyor
belt provading the .ndispensable clientle for the vast hordes of human
service providers whw desive their livelthood from this government sub-
s1dized dependence. Will we continue to subsidize goverament policies

chat weaken the famly? There 1s a tendency to look the othex way in

the face of a vast welfare program whose effect is to subsidize broken
famlies. As Ge‘g:qe Gilder has pointed out, "in the welfare culture, money
be;o:\es not scmething earned by men through hard work, but a right con-
ferred on wonen by the state.” ’

Most farmily studies, including those that are federally funded, point
to the family as the indispensable, irreplacecable support system for the
i1ndividual. What kinds of supports in turn strengthen famlies? If the
famly unit is held together by acceptance of moral responsibility,
supports that help make families strong are intana.ble, non-material values,
ethnic and racial ties, cormunity traditions, societal normss shared values,
and stfong religious Commitments. For example, effective cures for
alcoholism are found in self-help groups like Alcoholics Anonymous; parents
prone to child abuse £:nd help in groups like Parents Anonymous. and studies
show that strong religious and traditional ties are the determining factor
for stable marriages.

Strong families in turn enzich the secondary institutions where they
live, providing a social tie upon which trust, good w»1l and Jenerosity of
spirit can thrive. Do we need a spate of sociological studias to tell us
that when People in families learn to care for each other, they also learn
%o caxr~ for wthers?

Gur current situation 18 that we all have the right to kill our children
pefore they are born if we so choose. At the same time, tha experts are
advising us that incest is an "irrational taboo,* that spanking should
te outlawed, and that parenthood should be licensed.

The recovery of the family 1s nothing less than the recovery of our
cermon humanity.

S
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Senator DeNToN. Thank you, Dr. Broderick and Dr. McGraw. I
am sorry I had to go vote. In fact, we had two votes and I am miss-
ing another meeting called on short notice by the Judiciary Com-
mittee. I hope they get a majority because they didn't tell me about
it ahead of time. So, I am going to deal with this here.

As to your Jast few remarks there, Dr. McGraw, you may be sure
that we are looking into that sort of thing and we are doing so in
such a way that I am mostly relying on the advise, in my own
State of black people. I find ne segment of our society, no color,—
yellow, black, white—that is more concerned, more conscientiously
concerned, with what is happening to the institution of the family
than the irresponsible. There are irresponsible black people, yellow
people and white people.

But to avoid that inference of the racial issue—and there is
none—I let them be the spokesmen. I find the black people having
L_____come through this labor experience and discriminativn experience

rerlnarkably tenacious when it comes to family values and spiritual

values.

So, I understand the nuance of what you say about the sensitiv-
ity of addressing it. So, I am dealing with those who might other-

| wise accuse me of something that is not so.

Dr. Broderick, in your testimony you refer to studies which show
how much a woman's overall work time is increased if she takes
employment outside the home, and how husband’s work time does
not increase to pick up the slack. That was a theme that was men-
tioned earlier.

You said that it is up to men to reevaluate their commitment to
work in the home.

I would react the same way as I did with the other gentlemen. I
agree with it, but to what extent do you have to reevaluate?

But you did not mention children’s work contributions.

One of the studies you cited -Walker’'s—shows that children of
all ages in dual wage families contribute less time to home respon-
sibilities than their fathers do even after the fathers worked on a
job all day. Other studies show that children spend much of their
time watching television.

Do you think the work inside the home should also be shared by
children who are capable of doing so?

Do you think it is healthy for the family tuday for children to
fee! entitled to a great deal of labor from their parents, but for par-
ents to be entitled to little or nothing from their children?

Dr. Broberick. When we asked mothers why they don't get their
children tor their husbands) to do mure housework —they say by
the time they have them motivated to do it and explained to them
how to do it, got it ready for them to do, supervised their doing it
and cleaned up after them, it is easier to do it yourself, which is to
say that there is ot the belief in our system that children—have a
real obligation to share in housework in a serious way. In most
American homes childien’s main job is to do their homework. They
do not conceive of themselves as having real obligations in uther
areas.

I think that women will not be able to get husbands and children
to do more work until our society seems to believe there is a com-
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munity obligation with respect to that work, which is not quite so
today in our society.

Senator DENTON. As a personal example, I was a pretty hard kid
to get to work. I remember my grandmother trying to get me to
mow the lawn, which I wouldn’t do as often as I should. I think I
got a quarter for mowing the lawn.

Dr. Broperick. I did it free.

Senator DENTON. So, | guess it is not a peculiarity of this particu-
lar generation.

One thing that is a peculiarity though is the extra cost propor-
tionately of the child’s education, for example, to the parents.

Dr. Broberick. One of the things that wasn’'t mentioned in any
of the testimony because it was on working wives was the alterna-
tive to the wife going to work is the husband having two jobs. That
is very frequently happening now. You will have a man working 16
or 18 hours a day so she doesn’t have to take a job.

_ I see families where the man is never home. One wonders how
they manage to see the children.

So, that is an alternative to the woman working. It is a two job
family where both jobs are held by one partner.

I don’t think that that works out much better either. I mention
it only because it is an effort on the part of families to sustain the
traditional role, yet it who leaves her more alone, with less sup-
port, and the children with less cohabitation with their father.

We are going through a difficult time trying to find solutions to
the problem of escalating costs and standards and no escalation of
time.

Senator DEnTON. Have you identified a characteristic that might
indicate that a particular family might be more vulnerable to
st;ess?es placed on it because of insufficient time spent with one an-
other?

Dr. Brooerick. Well, as a clinician, I see the ones who refer
themselves to me and to others whom I supervise because they are
unhappy But my observation is that the people who come for help
are the most resourceful. They are asking for the help that is avail-
able to them. They see the minister or marriage counselor.

Now, the ones I am more concerned with are on the ones that
just sink without seeking any help at all. And we do know who
those people are. More than likely they are those who have not de-
veloped the skills at using the network of friends and relatives and
other resources that are around them. The most valuable are those
who are socially isolated. The handicapped, the aged, the ill, the
unskilled.

We have snent a lot of our time helping people build friendship
networks, using the facilities that are available to them, not at
Government expense. Those unable to do so are people who have
moved too often and don’t have social skills, who are alcoholics or
drug dependent and, therefore, don’t have the skills to move out to
the network of help that is available to them.

Senator DENTON Dr. McGraw, as we have already mentioned in
this hearing, the percentage of mothers of young children who
work outside the home has tripled in three decades. This has been
called the single most outstanding phenomenon of this century.

What do you think has caused that?
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Dr. McGraw. I think that the overwhelming number of those
mothers are probably doing this from what they view as a need to
supplement the family income. I think that is the main thing that
is causing them to go into work outside the home.

Now, I think that a number of other things might enter in. Cer-
tainly the culture is sending a signal that this is a good thing for
women to do. But I really think that economic need is the main
factor.

There was a major study done by the Urban Institute on women
in the work force. Your staff might look into that. They examined
the work situation of mothers from many different vantage points;
the mothers of young children and the ones that had children in
school. The message that came through’was, that No. 1, mothers
were mainly motivated by the need to supplement the family
income. Moreover, the study revealed the stress and worry from
having two roles.

My own experience confirms this, although I did not go to work
outside the home until my children were in school. But those mo-
nments come when they are sick, when there are problems, and you
are just absolutely split into two people.

Senator DENTON. I must say that I have seen that so much in
this Senate building with women caught in that and not knowing
any more than we do precisely where to draw that line. It might
not even leave the children lacking, but it leaves them torn.

Dr. McGraw. I think it is a very important thing and I agree
with the previous speakers. I know it has been true with my own
work experience, but I feel very fortunate because I am with a
small foundation where there is a lot of flexibility rather than a
large corporation. I have been lucky in that I h..ven’t had to expe-
rience that split personality feeling as so many other women have,

But I certainly would argue for that kind of understanding and
for women being willing to accept less pay in terms of a tradeoff
for more flexibility.

Senator DENTON. Especially if it is a part-time situation with an
arrangement. That is what I meant by the 3 hours versus the 8.
And [ think it is worth it. Yet it is presented as so demeaning and
unequal and all that.

Dr. McGraw. It is a matter of equity and justice and the right
relationship between the employer and employee.

Senator DenToN. We are always talking about the difference be-
tween men'’s pay and women’s pay.

Dr. McGraw. Yes. If women seek flexibility but do not insist on
receiving benefits equal to those who do not have flexibility, the
employers should respond in a positive way.

Dr. BroberiCk. Recent studies show that actually when you talk
about women working say 43 percent, they are not full time em-
ployed women.

Actually there is a very good study by George Masnick and Mary
Jo Bane that was just published. It is appended for your informa-
tion,

It shows that actually only about 30 percent, rather than 40 per-
cent, are working full time. The rest are working either part time
during the day or part time during the year, perhaps during the
school year, for example, and not in the summer, or only during
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the summer when their husbands might be off because the hus-
‘band is a schoolteacher or whatever. i

So that people are trying to find in our society flexible ways to
deal with their family, not just marching off. They are doing the
best they can. And where part time is available, that is what they
choose.

(The study referred to follows:]
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Chapter 3

WOMEN’S WORK AND |
FAMILY INCOME

_Asecond way in which the households of 1990 will look very different
w;e houscholds of the late 1970 is in the numh(-r of worRers ™
theye hm-hg\m"t“'h

1990 § tion of one-worker |lll\|).lll(|/\\lf("l()ll\( holds, Oyer -

‘(hp sune pcnod increases are projected Tor two-worker iushand/w ife_
hoysohol(ls one-worker hoaseholds of single parents_and of men and
,L..-__~N
women living alone, and for households with no workers. This ¢liap-
ter explores the~dymamics behind those changes, particularly the
jump in labor force participation rates of women. Officially the term
labor force participation means being at work or looking far work.
The trends suggested hy Figure 1.2, however, may be only the tip
of the iceberg. Along with shifts in labor force participation, tbv newt
decade may see substantial changes in_the degree _['_a.nm.hmcut
\*(mm'r‘h:mrtn—hhﬂrfﬁ'rce careers and irtheir contributions to family
income. These latter changes=wWhich, il s important to nae—have
lncome. 1 !
not yet occurrcd—-are likely to influence in major ways the allocation

of time, mon :nergy within households. They are also Tikely to
create ouseholds that are more diverse i Bath the amount of time
and money that is available and in how each is spent. The diversity
will, in turn, have finportant implications for the sorts of choices
households make in terms of location, housing, and cousumer goods
and in demands for public and private services.

Three aspects of women's p.nd work outside the home should he

aid cantributions to lamily income. P.lrhupants in the Tabor Torce are
adiverse group. They range from women who spend trifling amounts
of time and energy at work to those pursuing full-time. carcers,

2
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Women's Werk and Fanuly Income ~ a 53

Sunple “participation” m the \\url\for\-c may tean thet only the most
minot adjustments need be made m\women’s time use, roles, and
- perceplions.

“Attachment” 1s_measured by the cjtent w \Yhich a woman's in-
\(_)llc_nunl i her work i substantial and pvrm.mPnt—‘sﬁgh“ltmvb
nent 1 Lh.nr."l(ndg_g[l) contintious p.lrhuuljﬂ‘over a peniod of
vears and Dy full time work throughout the year. Women who are
strongly attiched 66 Irces ditlet Botl fron womics whiotonot work™
uulsﬂig_lu- Immc ¢_and_from women_whose_work attachments are
weak They speng ol thg-lr ti l_m_dllh rently, and their families fuction in
different ways.

The thed aspect of woten's \\mk has to do with ewrnings, and
contiitbutions to fanly munz\lc. Women who are not in the paid (.sl)or
foree or who are_onl weakhhv_attached To jt are not very likely to

: wutubute_mudh to family_incomo Even women who are strongly
attached Labor force partivipants, howcever, may hold low-paying jobs
and ths be able to contribute velatively small amounts to family
meome Buth the val ul l.mnl\ imcome and its sourze—whether it

o Rumes lr lmln men's amen s _egenings, or other imcome
\nurL('\——\I\.{Infl\ .mll\ .nﬂb(l family_consmption and time_allocation
‘p.llh rus .

TOF The e aspects of women's woth we_are_onsidering ipartic-
tpation. attachinent ad contiibution) only the first has clfﬁh"
amy drametic Teslnon across the age groups i our three adnlt gen-
(l.llll)ll\ The Tevolntion m Jabar_foree participation has not _ex-

s

el e attadiment or to_contnbution. From our reading of the

date. we oeheve that a second resolution is just mder way in attach-
ment, paticalaly wmong the women of the younger generation
lormn after 1940 who also are revolutionizing fmily structure, A
darze e orelatve contributions to family income may be in the
wtats, but the dataae too shetchy to confidently predict its coming
on stade

Labor Force Participation

e tise simce World Wa £ m Libor force participetion of women,
ospecial of waves and mothers, is visible and well publicized. The
allictd Gliunates are basad on participation dmeg the week before
the wonthly Libor force surves s tahen and e only a rough deserip-
tion of worh actiaty Sewe “participants” are anemployed or marg-

ualls coployed some nen-participants may have worked at other
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ST The Nutwon’s Famlics  1960-1990
times during the year or may want to work at the time of the sury ev.
Nonetheless, it is an estimate, which we can compare over time, of
the extent to which people work and can. According to the officul
estimate, 78 4 percent ofmen 16 and over and 51. 1 percent of women
16 and over were labor foree participants in 1979. In that vear
women made up 2.2 percent of the total envilian labor foree in the
United States, an inercase from 38.2 percent in 1970 and 29.6 percent
in 1950 *The shift was brought about by a shight reduction m men’s
participation and a jump in women’s participation,

The population pyvamds in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 depict how the
changing age structure and partidipation rates from 1930 to 1978
affect the composition of the labor force and the division of the
population between workers and non-worhers. * The prramids are
shaded to show the proportion of men and women by age group who
were employed, unemployed, and not in the labor force. For 1960
and 1970 the pyvamids also divide the employ ed between fall-time
and part-time workers.

The shifting age structure of the labor foree reflects the shifting age
structure of the population as a whole which was caused In the older
generation’s Depression-linked low birthrates and the muddle genena-
tion’s post-war baby boow. In 1960 and 1970 the largest emploved
groups were in the pyramids” middle age ranges, by 1975 the younger
baby boom generation was beginning to move into the labor force,
creating a bulge at carlier ages. By 1990, when the younger generation
is in its late 208 and 30s, its behavior will have « strong impact on the
labor foree,

Almost all 23- to 60-y ear-old wen were cmploy ed every year from
1930 to 1978 ' Eanploy ment rates of older men have declmed, a s
of carlier and partial vetirenment. Employment rates of men nnder 25
fluctuate. probably  beeanse of short-term economic conditions,
changes in the size of the armed forces, and changing vates of schoul
enrollment,

Women hav e made the biggest changes in the fabor force, as shown
on the right side of the population pyvannds. Since the propurtion of
women in the Lbor force has been moving up in all age groups., the
197 female pyramid resembles the male py ramid much more closely
thatl was the cave  T930, Ewployment has increased Toth over the
life conrse ol one group and Tsucceedhggage groups. The proportion
of 25- 10 29T ol Womon who are employed, Tor example, has
increased steachly from 1930 to 1975, At the same time, a comparison
of women age 25-29 in 1930 with 33- to 39-y car-olds 1n 1960, 43- to
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-l&)-yv.nr-(ﬂ(ls in 1970, and 33- to 39-year-olds in 1978 shows that
women borp between 1921 and 1925 kept adding their numbers to
the labor force over that time.

In addition to dlustratmg, uforination: about workers, the popule-
ton pyramuds also |)u(nt vut cb.mgcs m tlu numbu aud lel.«clcr of
nun-workers In 1950, 1
domumated the nouworking popul.mun ()nun;, cualdren m 19()() and
teenagers m 1970). By 1978 older men and women were Leginnimg to
be an important component of the nonworking pupulation. As the
pupulation ages over the next decade, men aid women over 60 will
become an increasinghy larger proportion of total nonworkers, Tlas
marease, however, will be offset by the entry of the haby boom into
the workforce. Workers as a percentage of the total population wul
thus contnue to increase niuch as they have i the past. Workers
moved from 37.8 pereent of the population in 1960 to 47.1 pereent m
1978.

Predicting the shape the population py ramids will take m 1980 and
1990 requires atteution to labor force partwipation rates by age
groupings, our next topic. '

Aue Patterns  Period Data)

Both men's and women’s participation w the labo foree vaues with
age Smaller proportions of y oung men work than do men age 23-51,
the latter's partiapation ate m 1978 was 2.7 peweent. Male partwc-
ipation falls wadually after age 33 and move steeply after age 65,
In 1978 wen 65 amd over had o paticipation vate of 19.6 percent.
The age and participation patterms of women we i vinore comph-
cated.

Fizine 33 plots Labor foree partiapation rates by caddiyean of age
from 20 to 70 for 1940, 1950, 1960, and 1970 for women, and for 1970
for men These o dotailed. are daty still sl e pattern dor wen
to be (pute suplL_l’uuupatmu__lsu adually_to the mid-205, and
“then fevels offantil the mid-50s. The pattein s h.mll\ (In.m;,dl
over time. Sing the ©ares Tor 1930 0ad 1900 Tor men were dlinost
we nm.l] o those tor 1970, worthit ot ~enter the it peure 3“3')

womens p.lrhc lp.mun nates, after 1940, an.contrast, show an "M”
pettens, nsingZ from the |.ll(- teens until the carhe20s, Llling witil the
fate 20y cthenr culdbear g and Juld earing yearsi, visugg agiur il
the midedle and late 10s and flling duving the 30y and after

G P - .
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E] Employed full time Eﬂsmployed part time BUncmployed DNol in labor force
Employed full ime or par! time

70+ | 1950 | 7o
6569 | Male Female | 65-69
60-64 | " 50-64
5559 | [ 55.50
50-54 |  50-54
45.49 | " 45.49
40-4a ] i 7 " 40-44
35-39 | Y 7 | 35-39
30-34 | R | 30-34
25-29 | (W7 77 ] 2529
20-24 | 7 [ ] " 20-24
15.19 : " 15.19
10.14"} 1014
5.9 : i 1 [~ 5.9
0-4 1 ] | o4
1 ] 1 1 0 ] T T 1
., 6 5§ & 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 s
Percent
70+ | 1960 | 700
65-69_} Male Female 65-69
60-64_| | 60-64
5559 | 75559
50-54 | ¢ - 50-54
45.49 | " 45.49
40-44 - 40-44
35.39 | " 35.39
30.34 | "30-34
25.29 " 25.29
20.24"| ™ 20.24
15.19 ] [ 15.19
10-14: l l :10.14
5.9 . 59
04 | L v L [ o4
T 1 { 1 § T | 1
5 4 3 1 0o 1 2 3 4 s

Percent

Figure 3.1, Population by Lasor Force Status, 1950 and 1960 (Source

Appendic Lables C 1w and )
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Employed tull time or part time
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Fiure 3.2, Population In Labor Forec Statis 1970 and 1975 Sate
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The age curves show, as the pyramuds did, that labor force partic-
ipationrates hay L‘_!)’(:_L‘,l_l_r_h.l ng_wnce 1930 for_women at-all ages
betw een 20 amd 55, (The contimumg rise smee 1970 1s suggested by
the dashed Inic showmg 1979 Labor force parbiapation rates.; The
canves also suggest that the parbapation pattery may_he hanging,
\M) for women i their 20s and 30s gradually flattening.

Oneight predict, then, that the curves for women in 1980 anc
1990 would not only be the same shape as those for men but would
approach the levels of men as well. The broken dime-in-Figare 3.3
shotwiug projechions of the 1990 female Labor force does assumie llml
shape. The disappearmg "M curve could be evpected to indicate «
e I1Lﬁ¢m wmwn—-(mﬂﬂugh-amk«mhuumkalt.ngh;
ment o the labor foree_even thiopgh the (nldbeanng pertod  To
further cxanmue both of these 1ssues, we must turn to data on birth
cohorts,

"

7

Age Patterns (Cohont Data)
Figiare 3.4 shows labot force partiapation for cohorts born 1901-05
through 1951-33. The data plotted by cohort are even more stitking
than the carhier date for particular years, Labor force patticipation
rates itere ase steadhly from older to wun;.,u m almost all age groups.
Participation of age cohorts lwrn hefore 1940 show a distinet "M”
curv e *l,.nt‘&?n‘ but AMoTE v \mmgm et cohorts the Trough of the “M"
appears to be, sh.nllnw(- .md to occur at an carhier ages -
The changing coliort p. patternis < He shiowiTTven mose cleanly by
usig, sigzle vear of age data for women in their 20s and 30s (Figore
3.3 These carves show the "M dip for cohorts before 1945 and
project its gradual flattering out among women born after 1945, The
regular shape of the curves gives some hints about the futwre, and
sugzests that the Tabor force partiopation of womeria 1990 will be
llu saie \h.ll)i‘ ainl” approach (h(' same levels s l]u pattidpation of

men o SRS -

Marttal Status Patterns

The patterns and projections presented thus far bave been based only
vt agte data One way to check on the logie of the projections is 1o
compae the condusions widi date on labor foree participation by
marttal and fanily status.

Itadsvonally, wowca's deasions to work or not have beew tied to
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Figure 3.3.  Labor Force Participation Rates for Men and Women by Age,
1940-1990. (Source. Appendix Tables C. 3. a andb.)
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Figure 3.4, Labor Force Partiipation Rates for Birth Cohorts of American
Waomen. (Source. Appendix Table C.4)
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70~ () Cohort's year of birth — Interpolated census data ----Projeclions
_A19585)
66} L ,(1950)
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Figure 3.5, Labor Force Partiapation Rates for Seleded Birth Coliorts of
Awetean Weamen Aee 20 39 (Source. Appendic alloy C.3 a and o
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dedisions about marriage and cluldren, to norms of appropriate be-
havior for wives and mothers, and to consttants and opportuities m
the fluctuating demand for women workers and mr general econonne

* conditions.

Figure 3.6 shows that participation rates among never-married
women, especially sonng women, have been quite high from 1950
right up to the present. The same apphes to divarced, separated, and
widowed women below age 60. The percentage of these grourss m the
labor force is climbing toward 80 to 85 percent at all ages, wath the
rates rising even more quickly at older ages. Marvied women, espe-
cially those with children, show the sharpest increase in [)-lrli('ip‘lli()ll
rates  Within the_group with children, the greatest increase i
Uup.u.um.u_unm‘g those with young children. In 1978, the rates of
married women living with theer husbands teached an unprece-
dented 37.6 vercent in the labor oree for women with children
under 3, and 47.9 pereent for wowen with children age 3-5.

I\pl.umtmns for these shifts melude changing expectations_and
norms 1in 'ﬁ_ Fossitres and de emands, or—perhaps
most, plasibly— ubinationr of adjusting ‘ltlllud(s Au_tespanse tu-
lel_;,ul' cconomic conditions. For example, women in the older
gene mttm\(mh'mmnm_\ have eapected to work before
martiage but to drop out of the labor market permanently when they
became wives and mothers, They may have been pushed back into the
padworhforce daning the 1930s and 19405 by the Depressionand World
War 1L in the one wase by severe economic pressurves on their
families and 1 the other by strong labor ma ket dewands for women
workers.”? .

Women of the meddle generation (horn hetweer 1920 and 1940
came of age m the 1946s and 1950s. They may have felt both the
strong wartime and post-war demand for Lahm, especially in the
professional and service ocenpations traditionally appropriate fin
women, and the sttong sentiments w the 1950s for marriage and
childbearing. Althongh these women produced the baby hoom, they
alsw had L gh labor force parhiapation rates after then cluldbearing
years Their Tugh rates may have bheen mduced by work opportum-
ties, by economic needs, by changed attitudes about the velative
satisfactions to be ganed from family ov warket wark, or simply by
inertia,

Womau of the yoanger generation thee after F40) are marnving
Latdr anid Dy ingg fewer childien ot alater time in hfe. Before marnage
ther labor fore¢ p‘nhup‘ltmu rates are hu,h By workmg in thewr 20s,

22

K
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Figure 3.6, Labm Force  Partiaopation Rates for Selected Groups ot
Women, 1950+ 1978, (Source. Appendix Tables C. 6. a and b.)
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they may establisle positive expedtations about work and pattens of

worh gencradlv, wlngdi wre cemforeed by the difficulty of wantainimeg
statrcdards ol Livig i ansettled cconone ties Clangimg attatudcs
tow ard women’s roles both shape and we shaped by work behavo

Tlhe data on participation by mantal status suppott o projedions
of  tsmg and flattcwmne b force curve for women. The fotest
growing categotios ol women--wever-martied, previonsh matned.,
ard marnicd without duldren -have had igh patiopation ates
fistoncally These are hkely to go oven highar among swomen methen
308, 105, andd 308 Naned women watle deldven, a very Lage cate-
gors |l e sharply wad contmually vascd ther patopation raes o
tend that s hikely to be keptan motiou by the work pattcms voung
wornen are now estabhishimg. The Junges seem o remboree cach
olhier, and it is ditficndt to foresec @ dvoamic that would substantially
dusrupt them.

Participation e 1990

Our data are not procise cuougl to progect watle confidonce manaical
lbor force pathapation w 990, even v F950 estiates anecapprosd.
mate, A rough gaess would pit paotiapation rates me the 70 fo S0
percent range for women in then 205, 308, anel 10s iy 1990 (ath @
drop-oft at older agesk v

The more prease and more consenatnee progections ol the Cibaa
lustitute for women age 20 31 by wantal status ad presence o
chtldren. and the projections of the Bureaw ol Labor Statistics for
women age 33-01 wore wsed i aadculatig the distnbution of honse
holds by workers presented e the bar Garts of Fignee B2, Thes
asstmied Labor force partiapation vates of abont 70 percent for female
heads under 63, wath and withont Caldran, of abont 60 percent for
mar ried women inder 63 withont childven many o whon will be age
3403, thus brmgnet down the werage vate., and of abont 63 prrcent
for maned wocn withooat dnllicu, The progecions asumed the
sarnie labar force partiapation rgtes for mon and ko those over 65 w
1990 as m 197S. The progections are explancd i Appondin Table
Bl

Another apptoacl to estunates of the futue s to ook at the labor
fore ¢ paricapation of inmarucd wornen m then 208 i 305 T 1975
56 6 percent of never-manned women age 2331 pabapated wethe
Labor force, winle dnvorced women age 23 34 wath wo ildron bad o
91,1 percent rate, Has suggests a much highar upper bonndan for
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womens parlicipation than the iates we progeded for 1990, Toter-
estinghy . Black and other nimonty men ol the same age (23- 34) have
particpation tates wround 85 porcent. the swualae vates for both
wonen aud nanonty wen ma lave somcthing o do with labor
mahets and the countin’s unewployiment rates,

1t s probably also the case, howeser, that most women who have
ullicn will rontimras to stup wothing.on W ont baek for some periad
of tune How thoe aitertaphions \\l" allent Labor force partic tpalion
pates de peds ot onsly on what worac e taadly Ju Jiow long and Tiow
oltcu the v stop workiind” bt alwi on how they repat then status lo
the: labon foree smvey during that period 1t is umul\ possible for
mothers to lease thow |n|)\ for sty monthis or avear around cacl bivtl,
but o thauk of thomsdses wad © report thomselves as temporarily
out of work o autiploved and tats to e counted e labor Toree,
I thes work at all oo matter ow few ouns a week, they we veported
ot only as i the labor force bl who o cmploved - Consaderable
attention to the dutics of mothahoud, thevefore, can be consistent
with very lngh rates of labor foee participation.

1t our hune b et todas s very Tngh Lebor foree paticpation rates
m Ui voanger genceation refloct those attitudes  Almost ol xoung
wounwen warh at some pomt, most may ook o work as the normal
coarse ol events aad one ponads of nonawork s teporay It is
cutincl pussible that marmed women with duldicns swill think of
thewnely s boa wi the ebontorce alinost contumuonsly and that
thew e ponted patiapation tates will approac those of wnnarned
women and mmonts men.

Bewmg qu the labur foree,™ of couse. does not necessanly mean
mnkunx. othar Iull T of Contituinsh “igifabor-foree paticipa-
tone 1ty s antonyg Cwommien o tien 208 ad 308 Carmask-wdefhucetue:

o e “work wlhdulhs .ummmml’m- Chikne— e weported
et o ik iy h"nf'thr—mnmm"imk"lmt‘hnh |)mlx m

_\\ml\ \unl lllllll e, they may do so even more m the Tatin'e T

NTUTIIRIE Tt Lotee. pat iapation, tates_approach oreven eeeed. $0
to 53 pareent, swpclwe behevd they will ot becumes, increasingdy
mnportant to know_just wlia that meany

Latbor Faree Altachinent ‘

Women s work will Lo more miportant 0 women themselves, to
famthies e Lo the sor by gene |.u!|\ it s substanbal and permanent

2
1
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rather than temporary and part-tme. The official category of “labor
torce=participants,” which includes the entire range of howrs ad
vears worked, shouhd De refined so that we can nsade estand the eatent
to which cluanges are actually taking place. We can nairow the
definition somewhat by lookmg at two dharactenstics of labor force
attachient. (D ull tune fll sear work and (2 munben (‘f_\ cars i the
labor foree.

-

N
Tupe of Work I'.‘xp('rimu;v

The labor foree [)()l)lll«l(l“lll prraneds w Pygures 3.band 3.2 divade the
cmployed in 1960 and l;)'.'() mto full-tune (35 horusor wore per week)
and part-time workers, b 1960 and 1970 about twe-thirds of the
women worhers wereg el time, a proportion that changes veny hittle
over time. Part-time work was most common ameng yen voung
waorkers but not unuswal ammongg any of the groups.

Lart-time work, however, s only one indicatton of the extent of
lalwr foree attadiment. Equally nnportant s shether women otk all
Searor on avmte rmttont orseasonal basis. We turn, thevefore, toan
analysis of full-tume fully car work by women. )

— Fugure 3 7, whidhimcludes data for wmen and women by age g oups,
plots labor foree paticpetion rates in March 1978, propottions who
wothed at all during 1977, awl proportns workyg full timne for 30 to
52 weeks durmg 1977 The proportions whoe had worked any time
durmg the year are comsntently lugher than the kbor furce patiapa-
tionrates. That 1s because mwre people work ¢t some pumt durig the
conrse of a vegr than e working at the one pomt when the offiaal
sunevs are made For both wen and womer thoneh wark doannz

t‘\\ Neal .“.\l- ‘.\‘.\“ .\‘.\‘ ‘-‘u':l\‘.-\-‘..‘ ot (:.3: LR " e .\.‘l . ] -
. —_—
P S T T R S L B Sl L SR U
: - . LIS . - . "
RN S N N L T TSR TN . %

whic ki weets that Worne e msand ot of the dds o7 orce more
olten than men - - |

The proporttom of age groups who work full time for 30 to 532 \\'t'('}\\
during the vear ae well below the workeat-all curves, vspvcmll\ for
wormen Agnon males age 2554, about (Ixr(-c--qn.lr!vl:})Ll_h_(lsf-'\)'llt)‘
had worked dunnge the ™ vear were yearronid IulF(lLu:- warke.
among w o g 3531 T Tl G UGEE Who hud Sorke | were
vear-tound -t Onlv abont a thied of .lll:mnu-u qe 25 5tin
fact, were vear-mund full-time worhers in 1977

) §‘
3

Q .
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Figure 3.7. Labor Force Participation in 1978 and Percenfayge Workmg
Year-Round Full-Time in 1977. (Source: Appendix Table C. 7.).
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I anc attachment revolution has begun, it has a fong way t(m);
two-thirds_of the 25- t1 Sd-yvear-old_women_in 1977 were not fully:
chployed, Perhaps the nest question is shether an attachment rev-
olution is even in progress, Has (hmo been movement over time

s full thiieearedTs - Oiarethe parhiapalion Jicreisesniost_

accounted for by part-tine workers who move in .m(l out of jobs and
spend a_good part ol cacli voar Jiofworking2. T Te T

Figure 3.8 shows by age the proportions of women who worked
vear-round full-tune from 1960 to 1977, and pomnts up two interestmyg
patterns. First, the proportion of women working year-round full-
time vos¢ during the 1960 to 1970 period for women age 23-54. The
inereases were small for the 20- to 24-vear age group. probably
reflvctm;, both lugh rates of school onr()lhncnl and high unemploy -
ment rates. The increases were largest for the 24 to 35-y car-olds.
The proportion workng y car-round full-tume almost doubled over the
17-year period. Among women age 35-44, the proportion working
year-round full-tme mereased steadily and substantially ; showing a
40 percent gain betseen 1960 and 1977, Year-round full-time particr-
pation for women 43-39 tose from 1960 to 1970, fell in 1975, then
rose agaun hetween 1973 and 19770 The pattem for vounger women s
clear: that for older women is less so. .

A second pattern suggested by Figure 3.8 i an apparent flattening
in 1975 and in 1977 of the "M’ -sh.lpv(l pattern for the 21- to 35-y ear-
olds. Ten-vear age groups can, of cowrse, mash substantial age

fluctuations within a group, Nonctheless, it is worth noting that the

largest mereases in propoertions workmg year-round  full-time oe-
curred among women age 23-34, who are w thew prime dnld -rearing
years.

I‘hudmhmumu ad-hi-timeavork is becoming more. common
among mg S SUPPER v leuu»nuuuu_unmmmu.a.ka_ahm
with marital status and_presence of childven. Figure 3.9 shows the
changes Trom 1960 to 1978 in the work patterns of married mothers
living with their husbands.

Marricd women with childien of all ages showed sharp increases in
both full- and part-time work from 1960 to 1978. Among women with
school-age «<hildren, year-round full-time work u1(‘mai more
steeply_than part-time-work-widaccounted for-most of the ingerease | in
¢he proportions who worked at all. MMSJILJW
year-round full-time_exceeded the proportion warking part-time.

Asuong those-mothiers of school-age children.with sork experience,
“about .40 _percent-were. \\mhns.,,u.au‘gu_l_)gl_ full-time .
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Women's Work and Family Income
Among women \v:th children age 3-5, vear-round full-time work
increased more sharply than part-time work. In' 1978 about a third of -
this group who had work experience were yeéir-round full-time work-,\
ers. About half of the increase in work experience between 1960 and
1977 in this group was accounted for by an increase in year-round
. full-time work and about half by part-time work. -
v Among mothers of children under 3, about a fifth of those with
work_experience_(ratighly  10_percent of_all mothers with children™
under-3)_were_vear-round_full-time warkers. For that group, the
sharp_increases. in_part:-time work were what caused 1post, of ¥he =
increase between en 1960 and. 1978 in_the > proportion thh work experi-
.eice.

" Taken together, the data pomt to a plcturc of gradually i mcreasmg
attachment to the labor force among women. Full-time year-round
workers are increasing as a proportion of all groups whether hased on
age, marital stotus, or ages of children. But by.no meabs is.all.of the
Jecent sharp increase-in -labor force participation accounted for by
Iull\' em _pl(,,\,(-d woinen, even among tlne \'onn;.. l'or womnen wnh
into part tnne .mg] gart-ve,ir work. Though f'éwer motht-rs are (lmp-

. pingoutof the-lalm-feree'—theyeontmue-to a(ljust their work lives to-"
the.demands Qi ome_and_childrea.

e

Continuity of Labor Force Experience

Table 3.1 shows the number of vears women age 18-47 worked from
1968 to 1977. It is divided between wumen who were wives all ten
vears and women who headed families without husbands all ten
vears. Working was defined as caming more than $100 in a vear.
The table shows a fair amount of movement between working and
non-working status for both wives and unmarried heads. Eighty-two
-~ percent of the wives had earnings at least one year out of the ten.
Only about 21 percent of the wives, however, had earnings all ten
years. Another 62 peicent worked between one and nine vears. I we.
define-working-at-leastsexen years out of ten.as a measwre of refas
fively permanent attachment to work, slightly less than half (44 per(.ent)

of the wonien \ﬂu)'Tl?l—T'])u‘lr;ﬁ:r.r-{L:(] 2l ten years fell _info the.
. permanent mtg*gqm
Women wltlwut husbands who headed houscholds all ten years
h.ul more pmndncnl \Vbrkhtstorfes' (Renmnnng_ ahead fon ten Yearsis,
,u;chh.\el)cuuumal ocetirrence, Most divorced women remarry Tess.
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2 . *« The Nation's Families: 1960-1990
Table 3.1.  Proportion of Women with Earnings for Specific Lengths of Time.
1968-1977
, Numher of Years with Eurmngs
Age in 1968 n 0 1.3 16 ] 0 -
Wires . " ’ : - ) ]
18-27 ‘352 13.6 2 235 244 15.4
28-37 472 15.7 231 16.6 23.2 195
38-47 564 228 16.7 12.9 20,5 250
Total 1.28% 177 21,4 17.2 234 20,5
Heads . ’ .
18-27 - A8 14.6 10 5. St 1.6 521
24-37 126 13.5 19.5 12.0 135 13
A38-147 167 120 13.8 90 192 161
Total 311 2y 156 0y 6t 152

Sotme Faldations fom the Bancd Studs ot dieome Duamas 1968 1977 by Mo Bar Prcontages oo
not alwavs wld to 10 hecaine of romdmg crmre

than_five_yéars after_the divorce) Eighty-seven pereent of these )

women had carnings in at least one of the ten years, and 43 pereent
had carnings all ten years. Awmong this group of women, nearly
two-thirds (62 percent) quahifs as prrmancnt workers accordimg to our
seven-out-of-ten-year criterion,

Patterns of labor foree attachment vary by age as well as by warital
status. When we compored, for example, married women age 18-27

“in 1968 (born 1941-1930) with those who were 10 and 20 ycars olden,

we found that attachment to the labor foree peven ont of ten yearsY
increased with age (Table 3.1 Of the marvied women age 38-47 in
1968 (horm 1921-1930), 46 percent worked at least seven ont of the
ten years between 1968 and 1977, The attachment of those borm
between 1931 annd 1940 was slightly less (45 percent), while the
youngest age group’s vate of 40 pereent was lowest of all. Interest-
ingly, this trend is revensed if we look at the proportions having zero
compared with one or more -years of work expervience. Only 14
pereent of the yonager group had no carnings over the ten years,
whereas 23 percent of the older group did not work at all. Young
women in the smuple were more likely to be workers at some point,
but older women were more likely, if they worked, to have worked
continuonsly.

One explanation for tlns p.ltt('l u of stronger .ltt.lclmunt with m-
(.l‘('.l\lll}.. age pertams to stagge of the Tife course; The oldest -y

o v—

.o o - e n mmE m e,
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Women's Work and Family Income : 3

grouping, which was between the ages 38-47 in 1968 and 47-56 in
\191‘!‘“ had fhwished botlr hearmg and-rearing yowrig e children. Younizer

Woniien;on the other Tand. may have Deéin lesy strongly attached to
the labor force becase they were in school or they took time off to
start and raise families.

We also compared women 18-27, 28-37, and 38--47 y cars old who -
were wmarried heads over the te n-year, period. Not surprisingly,

Table 3.1 shows that single women'’s yermanent attachment to the
labor force is stronge® than that ofmarried women. Both the yonngest
and olde apEEroupmes Tad a permanent attacliment rate close to
two-thirds. That of the middle group (horn 1931-1940), however, sas
only 33 percent.

Attachment in 1990 ¥

. The labor force participation of women during the 1970s wias both
more widespread and less permanent thancis generally realized. Qver
a period of several years, a Jarge majority_of woien worked, but only
\J_,um.mnL\m\\m.ks:!.l_].!.lthuu....x.ll_\.1.4‘~ Au even smaller minority
worked full-time all vear for several years =Mpst-yomen wereima
out of the labor foree, many worked part- tine, I oSt CasesWonTTn
.ldjmtvd their work schedules to acconumodate family responsibili-
HesTFow _denauded substantial changes Tl Um/,m(m—ﬁ)
agcommodate their work schedules, — T
C h.mgvs in the terdicetion ey, however, be down the road.
\(Au_mun(l full-time workers are l)(-( oming a kuger proportion of
lmt' age wrotpsane of workers.- Ihiqwcwp( ofally true among voung
v')m(-n. Attachment, however, 1y Siively ng.g_]:ggpln_‘]_).w(- with_the
p.lrhg_;pnmu “revolufion i Pickire i much oo unclear even to
pr('(ll(t with accuracy the pr opmtlons of women who will take on
contimsous full-time work careers, or the estent they will work
. thronghout the time they have );()llllg children.

e S ST

Contributions to Family Income

lu assessing the scope amd implieations of the “revolution™ in
wonten's work, we cannot ignore their contributions to family in-
come. The issues, of convse, vary from one houschold to another. In
traditional husband/wafe fanlies, the wife's contributions may do
little more than alter saving and spending decisions.
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T4 The Nation's Families: 1960-1990 1

In female-headed families, women’s work and earnings can make
the difference between poverty and an adequate living standard, and
between independence or a dependence on alimony, help from rela-
tives, or public welfare. Female-headed families are able to make it
on their own only whcn the woman has regular work and adequate
earnings.

For unmarried women without children, the issue is apt to be

whether their earnings are enough to support an independent house-,

hold. With adequatc incomes, young women can live independently
of thewr parents and older women can live independently of their
children.

Potentially, changes in women's work and earnings could transform
the income and life-style patterns among different types of house-
holds. between one- and two-worker hushand/wife households, be-
tween male and female famnily heads, between men and women living
alone, and between husband/wife and other types of houscholds.
When added to changes in the distribution of types of households,
thése work and carnings changes could create a fundamentally dif-
ferent landscape of houscholds—that is, different spending patterns,

for public-services.

‘Households, Work, and Income - '

Labor force attachment,_not mere participation, is _the veal issue
hehind.potent. al changes in householddneomeFigure 3. 19 depicts
working and non-working households in 1977, based on whether or
not the head worked year-round full-time. Mean income is also
shown for the different types of households. A few of the facts shown
by l"igurv 3.10 are particularly relevan€

. ¥he difference between n_labor foree participation and.working
yeu -r«mﬂ.ﬁﬂ[ fime (seen by comparing Figure 3.10 with the
1975 bar in Figure 1.2)

—The proportion of no-worker husbandvite houscholds is
twice as large if working is defined as vear-round full-
time, -

—The proportion of temale heads working drops from about a
half’ to a third when working is defined as year-round
full-time. .

. —If working wives were dohncd as year-round full- tmu,-, the
proportion of two-worker h()uselmlds_woul(l fall to about 10
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Male family head
Full time $19,345

Mate family head

Not tull time $12,787

./ Female family hesd
Fuli ime $13,795

21.5%

Husband-wile
* Husband nat tull time

$13.260

«

Female family head
Not full time $7,840 *

5% _,

f

¥
|

/ f f’igurc 3. 16( Types  of

Houwaseldds ad  Employ- Husband-wite
srat \\ilhbhie Inw ic in Husband full time Maie primary Indiyiduat S
mt;:_:_ an ny ! Wiie not empioyed Full time $15,208 [
1977, (Soemrcee:  Appendix $21.024 .
Tal>le Clon.) Y
' Male primary Individuat
Not tull time $6,6%0 .

Huaband-wile ' .
Huaband fult time
Wite employed

$24.726

Female primary Individual
Full ime $10,885

20.1%

Female primary individuat
Not full time $5,080
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L

pereent, sinee only about half of working wives work full-
time all year. ‘
2. The smallness of the average meome differential between one-

and  twosworker hushand/wifee familios==that i, only ahout ,

S3000.
3. The substantial income differentials hetween male and female
vear-tomnd full-time workers. e

The mean incomes by houséhold type shows in Figare 3,10 reflect
both the efleets of working and other difterenees among U homse-
hold types. The income ditferences are substantial, as cane shown
by comparing the mean incomes of the different types of households.,
Two-worker hushad/vife households had meomes it 1977 abont 13
pereent higiver than onesworke r hushand/wite howseholds. The difler-
ence of $3000 in 1977 was accounted for by wives' crage carnings of
about $6000 which were oftset by about $3000 less income from other
sonrees—inost often i the hushands” eamings.” No hownsehold type
other than two-worker honseholds had an as ¢rage income as high as
that of one-worker hushandAvite fuilies. A cerage income was higher
in houscholds that contained yearsronnd full-time workéis, and in-
come was higher for men than for women, The income of gale Ll
heads who were full-time workers, for cxample, aseraged $9 pereent
of the income of one-worker lushandavife families, while male pri-
wary individvals averaged 70 percent. At the other evtreme, wamen
who Ived alone and who were not full-time workers anerage
incomes only 23 pereent of those of one-worker Inshandhvife
families. :

The distrilmtion represents an interestin and perhaps unpree-
edented divensity of honsehold income Tevels aad life-st e possi-
bilities.  High-income howseholds include lasband-wife tamhos.,
full-time working male fumily heads, and men living alone. Medinme-
incowe households include many of those in the category of lshands
wifee families withont a full-tine working hosband (retived conples, for
example) and full-time working female family heads and women living
alone Low-income households include female funily heads and men
and women living alone who are not working full-time.

This diversity in households will inerease as we move toward 1890,
We project inereasing Libor foree participation by women andd, more
slowly, their inereasing attachment to the labor foree. Projections call
for growth in two-worker compared with one-sworker nsbandiwite
families, in working compared with nonavorking single-parent fani-
lies, and in the households of working w omen (inder 63) by g alone

"
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This houschold diversity has, we think, mnteresting implications for a
variety of cconomic and social maies. Before moving to those issues it
is useful. however, to ask further guestions about houschold
diversity: What are the trends in as erage incone diflerentials amoung
different types of honseholds? That i to say, are two-worker and
one-worker honseholds fikely to remam so close in average income?
Are wales and fenmale-headed houscehokls likely to have more.equal
mcomes? Are non-working, partly working, and fully working honse-
holds likely to waintain their enrrent income ditferentialy?

Table 3.2 shows the changes between 1960 and 1975 in the average
meome of varions honschold types cempared with the mean meone
of married couples with childeen. In general, the income of the other
tvpes stayed about the same relative to that of married conples with
children. Only two changes are noteworthy, one for female heads
wath cluldren and the other for single or previonsly married women
over 63 pnostly wadows). Both groups improved their ingpme position
relative to married conples with children between 1960 and 1975.
The nvprosctaents for female-headed Funilies conld be due to in-
creanes ether m houes worked (wInch we have afready suggzested took
placer, m wages, o in public assistanee. Improvements for women
over 63 are most likely to have come from tansfer pavments.

Toble 3.2, Ratio of lacome of Different Honsehald Types to Income of Marricd
Conples with Children, 1960-1975

- S e et o A S = et e T 4 S A ol T e e et

Rutior
Hoawheld type i aca 1L a1
AMoamed Cauples waith ¢ laldien 100 100 L
Aamed Couples, No Chaldren
\Wte under \ge 13 u 91 H
Waile 33 11 i {1 {124 u3
Wife 03+ i B b1 %0

Men Sundde o Previomly \I.mu-d,'\\ Na Cluldien

Man unmdee Age B3 b3 6 ]

\Man 03+ 33 32 3
\en swath Chabdren bh (] by
\Women with Clildien )] 3 40
Wataen Sgle or Previonshy Marned. No Claldeen

Wonnan nndder Apge 03 i} 41 43

Woman 63 4 2 23 2

Sty Talsatato ain @ 1900 and T9TOC v Pubde U Sangben andd 1975 Anuaal Hutong Sannes tapuns b
[ETR Y
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78 The Nation's Fanulies. 1960~1990

Two-Waorker Families .

In 1977 working wives brought in on average about a quarter of funily
income. Table 3.3 shows the percentage contribution of employed
wives from 1960 to 1977. Surprisingly, the portion of family income
that wives contribute in two-worker families has hardly changed, }
either overallor within full-time and part-time work categories. The |
consistently low percentages from 1960 to 1977 will not necessarily |
continue into the futnre. Tt is worth asking, to start, if young women
ave establishing a different pattern, .
“In voung fanilies (wives age F=24), 71 percent of the wives had -

" earnings in 1976 and contributed 30 percent of the earnings of two-
carner families. In familics where the wives were aged 25-44, 61
pereent of wives had carnings and contributed 28 percent of the |
carmngs of two-camer lunilies, As with par ticipation and attachinent, |
the carnings pattern for younger women differs somewhat from that 3
of older women. ,

Table 3.4 shows the percentage of married women ewsning 20
percent and 33 percent of fumily income overatensvear period. Qnly
seven percent of the wives contributed more than 20 percent of total
income in all-ten years, only 2.1 percent contributed 33 pereent or
mare in every year of the tenwvear period. At the opposite extreme, in
45 percent of the families wives never once contribmted more than 20
percent.in two-thirds of the families wives never onee contributed at
least 33 pereent. These last two figures are slightly misleading be-
cause they include both funilies with wives who worked and those
who never entered the Libor force aver the tensyear period. If we
look only at wives who worked, we find that one-third of al! the

Tsble 3.3, Contributions to Family Income of Employed Wives, loso-m':

Mehan Fereentage of I-'m:ymnw
Tume with Eerningy a0 1963 193 &
" Full Time, 50-52 Weeks 351 8.1 N8 w2
Full Tune, 27-49 Weeks e 30,4 208 298
Part Tune or Less than 27 Weeks (5% 6.9 ne 11 ,
Total 1200 (21 %.5 26.}

Savmis Depactinent of Litae Speerad Labor Fune Repnvetr. “Matital and Famdy Charstenstus of
Worleer, 190-T% s 1) 63 130 sl 219

* NOTR Prsventaees in purentheves tdudy wines with snpad wute ypenence, st compuratde with 1970 and
Later
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“Table 3.4. Proportion of Women Tarning Greater than 20 and 33 Percent of
Family Income for Specific Lengths of Time, 1968-1977

Years with Eurninps Greater than 20 Percent

Age in 1958 0 1-3 -6 7-9 10
18-27 35.2 28.4 153 16.2 48
28-37 458 20,2 14.2 12.0 .8
3847 - 517 - 155 9.5 15.5 7.8
Total 450 207 12.8 M4 170,

Years with Earnings Greater than 33 Percent

18-27 51.7 " 1.3 . 89 0.9

28-37 64.0 19.0 79 6.2 3.0

38-47 69.0 165 7.1 5.1 2.2
Total 62.4 20.4 8.6 6.5 2.1

SOURCE. Sev Appendix Table C.11. Purcentages do not always add to 100 due to rounding ereor

'
working wives never earned more than 20 percent of the family
income in any given year

The more years a wife had woi:ed, the more likely she was to have
had earnings greater than 20 percent of the total family income. Of
those wives who worked two out of the ten years, only 9.5 percent
carmed more than 20 percent of family income for hotiv years. Among
those wives who worked all tep” years, over a third had earnings
greater than 20 percent of the total family income every year. Mar-
ried womer with a strong attachinent to the labor force, whether they
chouse to wark or have to for fimmcial reasous, mdoubtedly get
better paying jobs than those who move in and ont of the workforee.

A smaller portion of yonng women (35 pereent) never had any
yearly carnings greater than 20 percent, campared with 46 percent of
those born between 1931 and 1940 and 52 percent of those born
.between 1921 and 1930. A larger percentage of the older group had
earnings for all ten years that were greater than 20 percent of the tota!
family income—T7.8 percent compared with 4.8 percent of the 18- to
27-yvear-olds. v

These data suggest that wives' contributions to family income are
likely to increase as their labor force attachment increases. They also

suggest that, on the average, wives contribwtions over a period of

years are rather small. Their contributions do, however, make a
substantial difference in the ineeme levels of their funilies. Table 3.5
defines six income levels, from poor to rich based on income from all

123

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




s

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A

80 _ The Nation's Families. 1960-1990

[

-
Table 3.5.  Wives' Contribution to Family Income Level. 1971

Living Lecel ) No chddien Claldyen
Based on All but Wife's Lncome
Pereentage of Couples withont Working Wi e
Poor* N | 13.2
Near Poor® 6.4 16.3
Getting Alongt ’ . 18.6 30,7
Comfortablet T a3 13.6
Prosperony” 312 15.6
Rich! . 05 5.1
Percentape of Couples with Wosking Wices
Pour 0.5 6.4
Near Poor o 1.9 210
Gettmg Along 23.3 291 -
Comfortable 21,1 20.8
Prosperous 272 99
Rich 7 28
Based on-Total Fumily neome
Percentage of Couples teith Working W es
Poor * 1.2 39
Near Poor . 1.3 120
setting Along 0.8 21
Comfortable I8 26.7
Prosperous LN 13.1 256
Rich : ~ 24 54

SOURCE Labnlatons by Lee Ranwater o the Panel Stids ol Incmne Duatascs 1990 panel as o potsd e
“Mothers Coutrbutin to the Famdy Mones Econems in Europe amd \swenea ot Conter Lannly
Foluy Note 12 (190

* Lo than hall of inedan isenne

% 30-30 perceut of median weone
*S0-100 pervent of medun maonne
-1 percent of raedun o
© 10 200 peree it o icdan mooine
! ore than twice medun [RTLN

<

sources exvept wives” income and shows the pereentage of both
working wife and non-working wife couples at cach level, Withowt
wives” carfiings, about 9.3 pereent of working-wife families without
children and about 16.44 percent of families with children wonld have-
been poor; about 44 7 pereent of working-wife familics without (hil-
dren and 66.5 pereent of families with children would have heen
helow the comfortable level, Non-working-wife lamilies were some-
what better off, which suggests that wives tend to work when family
income is lower,

.
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Table 3.3 also shows the distribntion pf working-wife families by

- income level with wives” income included. Among working-wife con-

ples with no children, the proportion defined as poor has fallen from
9.5 to 1.3 percent, implying that 88 percent of faxilies were moved
out of poverty by wives” carnings. Among couples -vith children, 52
pereent were moved ont of poverty by wives” ear sings. The propor-
tion of working wife conples with no children at the comfortable or
above. levels increased from 35.4 percent to 85.7 percent, while 72
percent moved-from getting aloug or below to comfortable or above.
Among families with children, 36 pereent of those at the poor, near
poor, or getting along levels were moved to comfortable or above by
wives' carnings., . ) R

In short, wives' earnings often move their families out of poverty
and, more generally, to higher living levels, This effect is likely to
beeome even more important over the next décade as wives” attach-
wment to the labor foree increases. s

Single-Parent Families

The income of women who head families, mostly single parents living
with children, is much lower than that of two-parent households
(see Figure 3.10). These differences in average income hetween one-
and two-parent families oceur partly becanse low-income families are
more likely to divorce, separate, or have one of the spouses die than
are higher income families. Most of the difference, however, oceurs
beeause funily income must be shared between two households and
is not always shared equitably. Fignres 3.11 and 3.12 (and Appendix
Table C.12) show mean incomes of divoreed, separated, and widowed
women with children. “All experience a decline in family inchme
Detween the Last year of marriage and the first yvear iter the break,
which s by and large not vecov ered during the follow ag three years.
Widowed women experience less sharp income declines than the,
divoreed and separated, thongh their begiiming income position is
lower. Women in the upper-income levels have larger meome de-
chres than others, but they begin and also end up at higher levels.

Sarnmgs of single mothers are the most important sonrce of in-
come for thew honseholds, providing on the average between 60 and
70 percent of family income. As we wonld expeet, women who are
warricd and honschold heads contiibute more to their funily
meome than nrarried women contribute to theirs, Table 3.6 presents
the data for 1968 to 1977 on years wmarried women had earnings.
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Figure 3.11. Mean Family Income of Mothers before and after Divorce or
_ Separation by Income Thirds (lnrm;., Marriage, 1968-1977 (Source: Appen-
: dlr lal)k' C.12)
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Figure 3. 12, Mean Family tncome of Widowed Mothers before and after
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Table 3.6. Proportion of Unmarried Women Earning Greater than 20, 50, and 75
" Percent of Family Income for Specific Lengths of Time, 1965-1977

Years with Earmnes Greater than 20 Percent

Age in 1965 0 13 4-6 T9 10
1527 18.8 0.3 6.3 16.8 479
28-37 246 16.7, 10 4 15,1 33.3
3847 21.6 1.1 9.6 28 347
Total 223 13.2 9.3 19.1 36.1
Years with Farnings Greater than 50 Percent
18-27 20.% 10.4 10.5 27.2 313
+ 2837 317 223 1.2 143 20.6
3847 293 18.0 132 198 19.8
Total 290 185 12.0 18.5 217
Years with Earmangs Greater than 75 Percent
15-27 292 ¥ 105 23.0 229 -
28-37 A7.6 19.1 10.4 136 9.5
35-147 39.5 204 12.0 18.0 < 10,2
* Total 1378 DR DR 1.1 17.1 117

sotae See Appendic Lade € 13 Percentages do not alwavs add to 100 die to sonndwg eror

kY .

Surprisingly . « substantial number of unmarried women (22 percent)
never had yearly incomes greater than 20-percent. Forty-one percent
never carned more than 75 pereent of the yearly income. Obviously,
unmarried women were receiving income apart from their own earn-
ings. They may have received alimony, pensions, or social security,
or perhaps other household members contributed to these family
incomes, Older women (between 38 and 47 years old) contributed
less to the total family income than younger women. Qlder unmarried
women may represent a more heterogencous group than younger
unmarried women (more divorcees and widows) and may” receive
income from a wider variety of sources.

Unmarniédivomen, ke married women, contribute more to yearly
family income as their attachment to the labor force becontes stron-
ger. Kighty percent of the unmarried women who worked for ten
years contributed more than 20 percent of the total family income
(data in Appendix Table C.13). Of those single women working two or
three years out of ten, only 37 percent contributed wore than 20
percent of the yearly family income over the number of yews they

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

Pt




Women's Work and Eamily Income . . . 85

worked. -Looking at the single women who contributed over 75
pereent of the yearly family income, we see that 26 percent who
worked all ten years carned most of the total family income, whereas
only 3 percent of the women who worked two or three years contrib-
uted signhificantly to the family carnings in those years. -

‘Women's Occupations and Earnings

Despite recent inereases in labor foree paticipation, m full-tune work
status, and in women’s income, the contributions of wives to hus-
band/wife family carnings do not mateh the husbands” contributions.
The income of hoth female-headed families and women living alone 1s
also lower than that of meu, One reason is that many women work
part-time, partsvear, and intermittently over a period of vears.

A second reason for lower earnings has to do with the occupations
that women tend to ) into and the pay scales of those occupations.
Table 3.7 shows the oceupational distribution of working women and
mean earnings by occupation. In 1978 the largest proportions of
women were clerical workers, service workers, operatives, and pro-
fessionals. More detailed occupational categories show even more
clearly that women are concentrated m a rvelatively small mmber of
ocenpations.  Interestingly, the occupations of women have not
changed muel since 1960, Women go into secretarial and clevical
work, light factory assembly work, retail sales, services, and certain of
the professions—particnlarly teaching, nursing, and social work,

Table 3.7 alvo shows the mean carniugs in 1977 for women worker's
by occupation and compaies the mean carntngs of male and, female
w.lr-mun(l full-tuue warhers. The mean carnings of temale workers
stand at about 36 percent of those of males, a rate that has bren

surprisigly constant over time, In 1955 the median carnings of
vear-round full-time female workers were about 64 percent of males,
60 percent m 1963, and 39 pereent in 1975, The ratio of female to
male carings has, if anything, declined slightly over time.®

Like so many other patterns we have examined in this report, the
ratio ol female to male earnings varies by age, Fignree 3,13 shows the
ratio for vear-round full-time workers by age ‘groups in 1977, The
ratio 1s highest for women in their 205, falls during their 30s and carly
405, then rises again m their late 40s and 30s. While women's earne
wgs do not nse as rapidly as men's as they move from youth to middle
age, newther do they fall as vapidly during the older ages.
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Profile of Women's Labor Force, 1960-1978

Table 3.7.
Mean Earnings Mean Earniugs
Mean Full-Time; Full-Time.
Qccupational Occupational Women as % Earnings Yoar-Round Year-Round '
Distribution Distrilubion of Workers Women Women Workers Men Workers
Type of Job : ' 1960 197% 1978 1957 1977 1937
Professional Technical . 12,2% 13.6% . RI% $5,991 $12,350 $21.320
Managerial-Adininistrative By 6.1 3.4 ' 8.205 10,329 20,633
Sales 7.6 6.9 4.8 " 3,933 8,006 18,616
Clerical 29.9 3.6 79.6 6.239 8,937 14,314
Craft . - 1.0 1.5 5.6 T 6499 9,838 14,838
Operatives 15.0 1.5 31.7 3.310 7,659 13.120
Non-Farm Laborers 0.4 1.3 10,4 4,425 7.933 11,133
Service Warkers 1.7 17.7 M7 3.609 6,576 11,181 .
Private Household 9.8 29 7.7 N 1,479 3.150 —_
Farm 4.5 1.3 18.2 1.418 1,741 7.832
Total 100.0% 100,0% 41.2% $5.526 $ 9,133 $16,171

SoURc. Current Population Reports, "Money Income 10,1977 of Families and Persons i the United States, 1999.” sencs P60, no, 118 {1979

118

0661—0961 “Sopuivd SUONDN YL



: ) 13

Women's Work and Family Income . 87

-

0r

Aatlo of women 10 men working year round full ime

1977
50
T
1 i 1 A 1 1 1 1 ) i]
1824 25:29 ,30:34 35:3% 40-M4 4549 50-54 55:59 60.64 &5 All

Age group

Figure 313, Ratio of Earnings of Employed Women to Euarnings of Km-
ployed Men, 1970 and 1977, (Source: Appendix Table €. 14.)
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Other Income Sources

Figure 3.10 shows that only about 34 percent of all louselolds in
1977 had 2 year-rond full-time working head. The other 46 percent
of houscholds meluded some young able-bodied, adults, but most
were homscholds of the eldery, the disabled. and female-headed
fanilics with children. These latter howseholds rely a good deal on
income from public and private sources other than carnings. The
growth of pubhic assistance programs way he partly responsible for
the increases in independent households set up by the elderly and
female-headed families. g

Table 3.8 shows the sources of all income in 1977 for sclected
households. Social security acconnts for about 40 percent of the
meome of those 63 and over, with private pensions and other private
sources adding abont 14 pereent. Public assistanee mamlhy Aid to
Fanhies wath Dependeut Childven, or AFDC) provides about a third
of the total income of young siugle-parent families, but under 10
percent when the single-parent head is over 23, Private sowrces
anamly alimony and child support) contribute about 9 percent of total
incorce. .

Both soctal secunity anedd public assistanee have grown over the past
few decades. Between 1930 and 1977 the pereentage of those over. 65
ehgble for socal seemrity henefits grew from 23 pereent to well over
90 pereent. In the same peviod the average wonthly pavient for a
rotired worker and his wife grew from $71.70 to $373 10, more than
keeping up with the over-all growth in family income.” Old age.
wirvivors. and cisability wmsurance payments grew from: about 0.4
percent of total persoual income in 1950 to ahout 3 pereent in 1976,
while the pereent of the population over 65 grew from 8.1 to 10 6
percent. Public assistnee and related payments: grew anly fiom
about 1.0 percent of total persomal income in 1950 ta about 1.6
percent in 1976 (Figure 3.14).

Social security 1 especially- important to older men and wowmen
Ining alone. Eapandimg eligability and rising benefits occurred at the
same time as headship rates mereased among older wen awd woren
It seems 1casonable to infer that the two trends ave related, and that
the capansion of public assistance provided the financial backing that
enabled older men and women to establish independent living
arrangements. AFDC and other publie payments have atlected the
headship rates of single-patent families in a similar fashion. Althongh
public assistance is only a small proportion of the income of single-
parent fanilies in general, it is quite important to young women. The

118 ‘
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Fable 3.5, Proportion of Aggreg. .« *ncome from Various Sources, 1977 e
’ Income Other than Earmngs N
) Private
Public Bitidends, Pensions,
. Social Asvistance Interest, Alimony. Mean

Howsehold Type Total Kurnings Security - (A & Rent ele Income N
Houscholds with Head ocer65
Hushand-Wife Houscholds 100.0 1.1 33.9 2.4 16.7 110 512 604 PR
Male Unrelated Individuals 1000 191 11.6 3.3 166 173 6,104 1,334
Female Uorelated Indivichaly 100.0 102 453 4.3 235 13.3 3.101 S OGN0
Fenale-lHeaded Fan.ilies
Head <23 1000 60 6 33 285 0.2 Tl 4,833 7 93
Head 23-64 100 0 69.9 w3 10.6 4.3 5.0 10,079 6.277
Head 65+ 100.0 46.3 26.-4 3.9 13.3 5.1 11,743 1164

Sovmy Current Population Reports € hatactentics of the Popalaton below the Foverts Lesdd 1997 series Pt no 12 Mach 1979 Table 35 The categon Huband-\ifk
Hewveholds abva wcdudes a snall number of pnale-daaded famiies
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Figure 3. 14, Tramsfers as a Percentage of Aggregate Personal income,
1950-1976. (Source: Appendix Table €. 15.)
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. avajlability of public assistance, if only as a transitiopal sonrce of
income, ensnres the fiancial base that nuakes it possible for single,
divorced, ane scpnralt(-i(l women with children to head their own
) ~hoyseholds. i - “
ecanse of changes sinee 1960 in the headship rates of older men
and women and of single and previowsly married women with chil-
drdn. changes ‘in average income of those honschold types are dif-
fichlt to interpret. What is clear is that the relative rates of expansion
sovernment transfer programs go hand-in-hand with changes in the
pgverty rates for various population gronps sinee 1960 (see Figures
8/14 and 3 15). Poverty rates for those 65 and over in 1977 were abiit
40 pereent of their 1959 levels, indicating a substantial rise in over-all
standard of living for older people. Poverty rates for female-headed
hanilies fell less drimatically: 1977 rates were about 65 percent of
959 levels. Evidently social seenrvity has effectively moved older
seople out of poverty, while publie assistance and other sourees of
income for Temale-headed families have heen less efleetive. .
Today almostall elderly people live in independent honseholds and
almost all are covered by social security. Any changes in the velative
income of non-working honseholds, therefore, are likely to arise .
simply from changes in the levels of public henefits and in changes in :
the other sourees of income available to those who ave not full-time T
workers. Social seeurity benefits are now indexed by law to the
[ Cousmuer Price Index and are-Tikely to remain at about 40 percent of
previons wages for the average worker, Private pensions way expand *
1o fill some of the income gap for older people, but in 1977 they
acconnted for only abont 14 pereent of the aggreggate income of those
. aver 63. Earnings from part-time work will probably continue to be,
as they are now, an important source of fncome for the elderly. We
would eapeet, though, to continne to seea substantial income gap
between the houscholds of oldv people and those of year-ronnd
full-time workers, We wonld also expect the proportion of the elderly -
in poverty not to move above the poverty rate for other populatiun
groups becanse of the income flogr guavanteed by social security.
Trends in public assistance are harder to prediet. Welfare is cgr-
tainly more controversial than social security and wore likely to be
cut hack during times of govermuent budget tightening. This may
* Jead to more doubling up by some single-parent families, or—con-*
tinning a trend that is already evident—more relianee on earnings.
Whatever happens, the gap between single-parent and two-parent
families is likely to remain large.
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Income Differentials in 1990 -, .

Althonghr the distribution of households is llkelv to loce. quite differ-
ent by 1990, there is not much reason to expect that the substantial
income differences between types of honseholds will change wuch.
Wonien's earnings as a percentage of men’s are increasing slowly, ifat
all. The incomes of two-worker, families and of working single-parent
(temale) families relative to one-worker husband/wife families are
likely to ‘increase somewhat becanse of increased work hours by
women, but not because of women's increased wages.”We expect the
gap to v.iden slowly between one- and two-worker hushandAvife
families and to narrow slowly between female-headed and hushand/
wite families and between working men and women living alone.
Sacial security income relative to wages is likely to increase some-
what over the next few years as more and wore social security
recipients are eligible for full benefits, and then to level off. The
future of public assistance is much less certain, We wonld expect to
see a slowly narrowing income gap between non-working and work-
ing elderly households; and a widening gap between working and
NON-WV orhm, households and between one- and two-workcr house-
holds of other ages.

Notes

—

. U8 Department of Labor, Bueean of Labor Statistics, “Employment and Earn-

ings.” vol. 27:1 (Washington, D.C.; GPO, January 1950, Table A-2.

., Tables 2 andd oL

. Population pyramuds represent plunrnll\ the emphiyment and unemploy nieat

rates for the total population for 1950, 1960, 1970, and 1978, Population pyramids
are based owdata presented in Appendix C.

4. Labor fnce participation rates of men and women from 150 to 1974 are shown in
Appendix Table € 2.

5. Valeme K. Oppenhemer, llu Basterlin Hepotheses. Another v Aspeet of the
Eeho to Consder,”™ Fopudatton and Decelopment Review 2:3&4 (1976), 433-457,
Myra t Strober, "Wanes' Labor Foree Behavior and Fannly Consmnption Pat-
terns,” American Economic Reciew 67.1 (1977, H0-417, Jacob Mincer, “Labor
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“Consumer Income. 1977.” series P-60, no. 18 (March 1979, Table 28,

8§, Department of Labor, U.S. Department of Labor Bulletin, (7.8, Working

TWomen: A Databook (1977), Table 37,

9. In 1930, the average social security henefit was equal to about 26 percent of
median family income. In 1977 it was about 30 pereent. See Annual Statjstical”
Supplement 1976, Social Security Bulletin, and Social Sceurity Administration,

: \Vashington.‘l).(}. unpul)lisl;i‘d_ data (1980).

Senator DENTON..I will ask one more question and then submlt
the others in writing for the record.

Dr. McGraw, what in your opinion is needed to reinstitute this
sense of commitment that you speak of into those parents who
have been neglecting childrearing responsibilities?

And how would you reinstitute in the children some degree of

-commltment ta the family in turn?

What is the nature of this commitment? What can be done?

Is there anything you would like to say on that?

Dr. McGrAw. Senator, this is & very intangible kind of thing.
Where do values come from? How are values eroded?

I know when you came back from Vietnam you were astonished
at the way our traditional values had eroded so quickly. I noticed
that with great interest because many of us who were here while
you were there were also wondering the same thing.

Senator DENTON. You can only imagine the kind of contrast I
saw,

Dr. McGrAw. That is rlght

I would say that what has happened in recent years has been a
rediscovery of the importance of the intangibles of the fabric of our
society. I think during the 1960’s and 1970’s it was just not consid-
ered important. There were other priorities. The notions of commu-
nity ties, roots, family ties and traditional values were somehow
just lost sight of.

I think there has been a rediscovery of the importance of social
fabric as a support to the individual, which is superior to Govern-
ment programs. It is something that you can’t always measure
through opinion polls so that the social scientists can measure it.
But it is there, nevertheless, even if they have to measure it in
these other terms. .

So, I think that is the first thing: that there has been that redis-
covery and that change comes primarily through the atmosphere of
culture and the fabric of society.

I think people in the media have to bear a tremendous personal
moral responsibility, for the images they project at the expense of
other images; the news stories that they project at the expense of
other news stories.

People are rediscovering that there i is something really more im-
portant that we must recover, whether it is in our community, or
in family groups. Boy Scouts and other groups are enjoying a resur-
gence. ;
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I am not one that believes that all problems can be solved by the
Government. President Reagan, without advocating that the Feder-
al-Government is going to be the engine by which we will restore
traditional values, has nevertheless sent signals which change the
_atmosphere. I believe that everyone has aa opportunity to change
the atmosphere and I think that is how it is going-to be done.

Senator DENTON. And I guess although many of us are capable of
some sort of special movement from within our own characters, we
are all to some degree a victim of the circumstances in which we
find ourselves.

We certainly found ourselves in more difficult circumstances in
the 1960’s and 1970’s and yet perhaps you would concur with me in
this: I find tremendous Inspiration in the observance that it is
often the young who from within themselves, perhaps having seen
the scene deteriorate to its present condition, whose conscience has
rebeled against it, and then, you know, almost miraculously
become so dedicated and I hate to use the word “pure’” because it
sounds corny, that it inspires me. I see more kids that way percent-
age wisethan I did among my own crowd when I was a kid. :

Dr. McGraw. The young people in the 1960’s and 1970’s, exem-
plified an idealism and a desire to help others. " o

But there was something that- was going on at'the same time, it
was important to go into the inner city and to help other people
less fortunate, at the same time the moral fabric was not viewed as
important. I¢ was considered important to have large numbers of
people whose conduct was guided by a moral code, 1s a right and
wrong. Indeed such as moral code was viewed as irrelevant or even
wrong, and in need of change.

Love in the family, a strong family life, and a recognition of the
dignity of human life and traditional values, these are the means
by which ﬁeople learn to care for others. Strong family life makes
it all possible. .

Senator DENTON. That is where it all started. .

Dr. McGraw. Recognizing the dignity of all human beings. )
* Traditional values are not negative; they are an absolute necessi-

ty. .
Senator DENTON. Well, that is not a judgment rendered only by
the older generation. It is across the generation gap.
A young man who is the head of the Guardian Angels came
down from New York and testified. He said just what you said. He
said we have the wrong role models. What do you expect? You ask
the kids what the role models are and, who is it, Burt Reynolds is
always No. 1. . )
In our day we might have had 17 or 20 movie stars You know,
like the Long Ranger. It is different now. .
But the i'outh see the problem and identify it the same way as I
think we older people do.
Thank you very much. -
We will submit more questions to you in writing.
Our next witness is Dr. Jack Meyer, economist, American Enter-
prise Institute, ..
Dr. Meyer, I am concerned about all factors that may tend to
weaken family relationships, including those instances where the .
Government steps in and takes over responsibility that has tradi- ’
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txonally been the family’s. And this has 1mp11cat10ns not only for
the family, but also for the economy.

‘We are loolsle:f forward to your testimony, Dr. Meyer.

Please proc

STATEMENT OF DR. JACK MEYER ECONOMIST, AMERICAN
ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE -

Dr MEyER: Tkank you, Mr. Chairman.

With your permission, in the interests of time, I would like to de-
liver simply an abbreviated version of my testimony touching some
of the highlights and then submit the full statement for the record. -

The effort to meet basic human needs and to improve persistent
social problems in the United States has been on a collision course.
Over the past two .decades, rising Federal outlays for social pro-
grams have been.our answer to the social problems besetting us.
These rising outlays have emerged from a pattern of initiating new
programs, broadening the coverage of existing programs, and in-
creasing benefits per recipient. This pattern has been accommocat-
ed in the past by the willingness of the American people to cut de-
fense outlays as a'share of GNP and live with higher taxes and the
adverse, effects of large, continuous Federel deficits. But, in recent
years, the tolerance of U.S. citizens for all of these ways of financ-
ing this growth in social spending has been wearing thin.

The collision results from the fact that the need for human serv-
ices will continue, and may even accelerate as the elderly popula-
tion swells in the future, at the same time as the public willingness
dwindles to meet these needs through some combination of cuts m
real defense outlays, higher taxes, and deficits.

Recent data from the U.S. Office of Management and Budget il-
lustrate the dramatic growth in social spending. Total Federal npe
capita real outlays for social programs doubled as a proportion of

-all Federal' outlays over the past two decades.

-Chart 1 in my testimony shows that the large mcriaase in social
spending occurred at the same time as defense spending' fell as a
proportion of all Federal outlays. Indeed, about half of the build-up
in social Frogram outlays was rendered possuble by the drop in de-
fense outlays.from about 10.5 percent of our national output in the
mid-1950’sito about.5 percent in the late 1970’s.

I might add that the trend is a little deceptive because the de-
fense budget grows every year ir nominal terms, but I am talking
about real terms.

A further disaggregation of these Federal outlay figures reveals
that the surge lin social spending over the past two decades oc-
curred despite l;ttle if any growth in programs targeted primarily
to lower in ome'groups since 1972. Programs accessible to all eco-
nomic groups—whlch include various retirement programs and
medicare—have ‘accounted for a large portlon of the surge in
spending over the past decade.

Now, I think it is important to recogmze that a number of our
retirement programs, as currently structured, represent ticking
time bombs, Failure to make any alterations in the benefit struc-
ture facing |future, retirees or in the financing mechanisms will

lead, ultimately, tO\an explosion of costs. i
|
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In the Federal Civil Service Retirement System real outlays per
capita have roughly tripled over the last 12 years and now account
for about 30 percent of the payroll for Federal civilian workers.
But, according to the President’s Commission on Pension Policy if
this retirement system were funded according to provisions of
ERISA—that is to say, if the Federal Government practiced what it
preached to the private sector—outlays for retirement would soar
to nearly. 80 percent of payroll. .

In poverty, income maintenance, and retirement programs, we

" need to pay more attention to improving work incentives for able-

bodied, healthy. individuals. High effective marginal tax rates on
earnings discourage work effort; in a short-sighted effort to save
current outlays through sharp benefit reduction rates associated
with increased earnings, the government has glued people back
into a state of dependence and, ironically, probably boosted Federal
outlays over the long-haul. .

Regrettably, some of the disincentives for work by welfare recipi-
ents were augmented in the recent 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation bill, and the Reagan administration, which supported these
changes, has proposed further steps in its fiscal year 1983 budget
that would exacerbate this problem. ‘ :

In last year’s legislation the Congress effectively repealed the “30
and a third” rule that at least provided some incentive for an
AFDC beneficiary to increase work effort. Under the new law, the
disregard may be applied only for the first 4 months of employ-
ment. After 4 months, every penny of net earnings is subtracted
from welfare benefits, effectively negating any advantage to cur-
rent recipients of continuing to work. )

I think in evaluating the program changes we should understand

- that some changes may save the Federal Government a few dollars

today, but could cost the taxpayers more tomorrow. And it could be
costly also to the social fabric facing low income families.

Congress could improve work incentives for current program re-
cipients either by lowering the benefit reduction rate under indi-
vidual programs like AFDC or food stamps or by capping the cumu-
lative tax rate for those z>ceiving benefits from more than one pro-

am.

The 1981 Reconciliation Act-also allows States to——

Senator DENTON. Excuse me.

Capping what? Would you say that again, please?

Dr. MEvYEr. By capping the cumulative tax rate for those receiv-
ing benefits from more than one program.

So that, instead of lowering one of them, it would simply say that
:lh(lal combined tax rate couldn’t be more than say 70 cents on a

oliar. ) . .

In fact, one of the ironic things is I find that the same people
who complain about high tax rates facing business people and rela-
tively high income people have not addressed the even higher tax
rates facing our low income people. I think what is fair for one is
fair for the other.

Senator DENTON. How is that? I am not familiar with that: that

-the higher tax rates occur at the lower income levels.
¥
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Dr. Mever. Well, the problem, Senator, is that as a female head
of a welfare family begins to work, after 4 months she loses an
equivalent amount of benefits—— o
Senator DENTON. You mean in effect, a tax rate.
Dr. Meyer. In effect, a tax rate. It is not a Federal income tax
‘x:ate."You are quite right. I should put a quote around the word

The 1981 Reconciliation Act also allows states to institute re-
uired workfare programs for AFDC recipients and authorizes
tates to offer a work supplementation program. The administra-

tion and .the Congress now seem to place more faith in requiring
many AFDC recipients to work than in motivating them to work.
It seems unfortunate and unfair for the Federal Government to
reduce the incentive to work through changes in programmatic fea-
tures and then tell the States to find a way to get recipients work-
ing. :

The judgment im;;}ict in this legislation is that in female-headed
families where no children are under 3 years old,-~that is the cut
off~the woman’s day time hours are always spent more produc-
tively at wovk than at home. I question this implicit premise. Soci-
ety may save a few dollars in public assistance payments as these
women work at low-wage jobs, only to lay out many more dollars
through the juvenile {ustice system or other systems as children
without much parental attention get into trouble.

“Senator DENTON. Exactlg. .

Dr. Mever. And I think we need to pay more attention to the
impact of these requirements on family life rather than trying to
save a few dollars here and there.

Frankly, I would prefer to offer financial inducements to work so
that those who wish to will do so, but permit those household
heads, male or female, who believe that their family needs are
better served if they postpone working to stay atthome.

We need to question the basic structure of a program like AFDC
that makes benefits contingent upon both unemployment or under-

employment by a male head and employment by a female head of -

household.

Public. assistance recipients are not the only Federal benefici-
aries to face stiff work disincentives. The strong penalty on earn-
ings above $6,000 per year for social security recipients discourages
work among the elderly who can work and wish to work. The
Reagan administration had an effective plan for phasing out this
earnings ceiling in its 1981 social security reform plan, but this
prudent phase-out was a casualty of that overall proposal.

. }'ll‘hese penalties on work are not only pennywise and pound fool-
ish——

Senator DeEnTON. Do you mean that Congress has finally dealt
with it or the Reagan administration altered it?

Dr. Meyer. Well, the proposal was, as I recall, Senator, fairly
quickly withdvawn. It ran into something of a fire bomb.

There is a task force set up now that I believe is under the direc-
tion of Alan Greenspah, appointed by the President, to study the
social security program. I am sure that the Congress is participat-
ing in that, foo, and, of course, studying it through its other com-
mittees.
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But we still have a stiff disincentive on work. It has been ad-
dressed in the Congress, but it has yet to be significantly altered.
These penalties on work are not only pennywise and pound fool-
ish from the perspective of the Federal Government, but also dis-
piriting to beneficiaries whose sense of self-worth and usefulness
"}vould often be enhanced by voluntary participation in the work
orce.

. Beginning about 2 years ago, the share of our resources devoted
to defense spending started to increase. At the-same time the rate
of increase in social spending by the Federal Government has
slowed, but not by nearly enough to avert huge ongoing Federal
deficits, given planned defense spending and the limit to future tax
increases already enacted. The combination of these crends is likely
to yield huge Federal deficits even as sharp cuts in social programs

. are enacted. Indeed some experts have estimated that such deficits
would be in the range of $200 billion per year in the mid-1980’s, or
even higher. ) : ‘ . T

Although our competing goals—holding down an increasing tax
burden, reducing deficits to improve our chances for reducing infla-
tion and interest rates, and increasing our defense capabilities—are
not inherently irreconcilable, it may be extremely difficult, in both
economic and political terms, to make significant progress on all
three fronts simultaneously over a short period of time. Therefore,
it is vital to establish priorities among these objectives, while indi-
cating that none of the goals is being abandoned, and to establish
realistic timetables for achieving them.

Now, in closing let me say that by delivering an adequate quanti-
ty and quality of social services at a lower resource cost, we can
lessen the need to respond to the' evVaporation of available funds
simply by cutting eligibility or reddcing benefits. None of these

" strategies is desirable. ’

Regrettably, structural reforms in social programs often fall

_victim to shortterm budgetary concerns. Thus, long-term bu lg-
etary relief is sacrificed to the reluctance of any current policy
regime to forego short-term savings. Ovey the past decade welfare
reform proposals were discussed and discarded. The plans entailed
somewhat higher costs initially as a result of lower effective tax
rates and more equal benefits across geographic areas, but held out
promise of an eventual slowdown in outlay growth as improved
work incentives encouraged welfare recipients to substitute work
for dependence. .

‘A similar situation exists in health care.

By reforming the system of retrospective cost reimbursement,
open-ended tax subsidies, and a heavy reliance on Government
planning and regulation characterizing our current policies, we
might achieve an abatement in health cost increases over time
without jeopardizing the quality of or access to care. But, the
growth in outlays will not be reduced immediately, and could accel-
erate under these proposals, while increased revenues may initially

. be minimal,

Instead of a promising set of reforms in health care, however, we
have seen, from both the Reagan administration and its pred-
ecessors so far, a continuation of budget ceilings, rate caps, and
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cost-shifting as the Federal Government strives for short-term sav- -
ings.

Finally, to the extent that these opportunities for reform are
missed or postponed continuously, efforts by the Federal Govern-
ment to cap or reduce its own involvement in these programs will
only shift the difficult choices between tax increases, benefit reduc-
tions, and price controls to lower levels of Government. There are
numerous examples in areas such as housing, child-welfare, and
health care where programs could be re-directed away from costly
delivery mechanisms to more effective, efficient strategies that are
also more consistent with consumer choice and the dignity of pro-
gram participants.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Meyer follows:]
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The effort to meet basic human needs and to:improve persistent social
problems in the United States has been on a collision course. Over the
pasg tm; decades, rising federal outlays for social programs have been
our answer to the social problems besetting us. These rising outlays
have emerged from a pattern of initiating new programs, hroadening the

coverdge of existing programs, and increasing benefits per recipient. This

pattern has been accommodated in the past by the willingness of the
American people to cut defense outlays as a share of GNP and live with
higher t,axcs and the adverse effects of large, continuous federal deficits.
But, ln"recent years, the tolerance of U.S. citizens for all of these ways
of financing this growth in social spending has been wearing thin.

The collision results from the .fact that the need for human services
will continue, and may even accelerate as the elderly pooulation swells in
the future, at the same time as the public willingness dwindles to meet
these needs through some combination of cuts in real defenze outlays,
higher taxes, and deficits. Recent skirmishes over prodosed cuts in
such programs as Social Security, Hedlc;z. Medicaid, AFDC, and Fo&d
Stamps dramatize this collision, but are merely a warm-up exercise for
t~he sajor-battles Ioou;lng ahead, as ongoing social needs conflict with
other national economic and foreign policy objectives.

Through an expansion of social welfare spending, the U.S. has made
implicit promlses-;and signed a kind of “social contract;‘--whlch it will
find incrnslngly difficult to meet, We have snacted and enriched an

array of spending programs that cannot be fully financed in today's

climate that features an upturn in real defense outlays, 2 limit on the
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federal tax burden, and a desire and commitment to reduce federal deficits.

In my view, spending on social welfare programs has qocten out ?f
control; and I say this as one who s syspathetic with the aims of almost
a1l of these programs. Indeed, many of these programs haye’ pronerly

' dddressed the problems toward which they were aimed, and there {s a

considerable amount of "mythology" nlatl;\g these programs to evils which
they have not caused. The problem {s that we can no longer afford the

total cost of these programs, as they are currently structured, Moveover,

this sobering reality will not be significantly altered by an all-out

attack on "fraud and abuse," “While I favor reducing fraudulent claims
under sotial prograss, I am not as sanguine as some observors about the
magnitude of the net savings that are 11kely to emerge from a “crackdown.”
It s tespting to attribute the growth of overal} federal spending
on social programs simply to the {nitiation of new programs and the phasing in
of benefictaries under existing programs. 1If these factors were larqely
responsidle for outlay growth, we could stop initiating neu\proqrms or
entitiing new gro‘;ps and presume that the spending growth would tader
off. But, the growth of spending on social welfare programs {n the U,S.
. reflects.not only these factors, but also such factors as demographic
changes which w111 be accelerating, not tapering off; the faulty desiqn
of some programs which builds in excessive ‘éost;,lncruses. and lax claims
review processes. These factors, taken togather, will continue to increase
both the nusber of el1gibles and the benefits pir recipient, at least
until fundamental changes in program design and }dninlstratlog, are develoned.
Recent data fron the U.S. Office of Management and Budget 11lustrate

N L]
the dramatic growth in social spending. Total federal per capita real

outlays for social nrogr;ns (Including all payments to individuals,
education and training programs, and social services) doubled as a

proportion of all federal outlays over the past two decades.

92-634 O—82—~10
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Tadle 1

~.

~

Federal Go\}ernnnt Qutlays for Social Programs
/ as a Proportion of lotal Federal Spending

Fiscal year ° Percent
1960 8.5
1967 e T . B
1971 TRt
1981 §5.5

Source: Calculated from data compiled by the Office of
Management and Budget, 1981.

Thus, after adjusting for“inflation .and population qrowth, federal

. outlays for social programs rose from 28.5 percent of all federal outlays
in 1960 to 55.5 percent in 1981, In dollar terms, real per capita outlays
for social programs rose from $332 in 1967 to $745 in 1981 (1972 dollars).

- Chart 1
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Chart 1 shows that the large increase in sacial spending occurred at
the same time as defense spending fell as a proportidn of all federal
outlays. lndegd. about half of the bu_lld-uq in social program outlays was
rendered possible by the drop in defense outlags from about 10 1/2 percent
of our national output in the mid-1950's to about 5 percent in the late 1970s.
It is important to disaggregate the sum of 211 non-defense federal
outlays. One useful distinction isalates social proqrams'l'/ from all
other non-defense outlays. Chart 2 reveals that over the past two decades
the g}rwth in non-defeiise outlays has stemmed primarily from the qrowth «
in social programs. The “all other® category was about the same percent
of total cutlays and of GNP in 1980 as in 1960. Moreover, social progr.ams
are unlikely to bear the brunt of the impact of budget cuts in the early
‘ 1980s. Even though Some individual programs may be cut sharply, others
“+ such as Social Security that are much bigger will remain largely untouched,
S0 that spending on these proqrams”as a whole nay remain about the same
proportion of all federal spending and of GNP in 1984 as in 1980, 1If ~
i this occurs, and defense spending plans remain intact or ars beefed u;;
further, then the only real tattieground against sharply rising deficits
would occur along the fairly limited turf occupied by non-defense, non-social
program areas such as revenue shari~g, agricultural, and commnity dev-

elopment. (See Chart 2).

1

JSocm programs include all retirement programs (Soclal Security,
railroad, federal employees and military); unemployment compensation,;
medical care; housing assistance; food and nutrition assistance; public
assistance; education and training; student assistance: veterans benefits,
and all other payments to individuals. Other non-defense program areas include
international affairs; general science, space, and technoloqy; enerqy;
natural resources and environment; aqriculture; commerce and housing
_aredit; transportation: community and reglional development; administration

«  of Justice; ?eneral qovernment; general purpose fiscal assistance; interest,

and off-setting recelpts.
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A further ¢isaggregation of these federal outlay fiqures reveals

that the surge in .so‘cfal spending over the past two decades occurred
despite 1ittle 1‘f any growrh in programs targeted primarily to lower
_economic groups” since 1972, (See Chart 3). Programs accessible to all
-~ economic groups5 --which include various retirement programs and Medicare--
T have accounted for the surge in spending over the past d;cade. Real
outlays per capita for poverty programs rdse steadily during the 1960s
and early 1970s as new bcncfichries were phased into these prodrams, but
under current law projections, will be no higher in 1984 than they?were

1n 1972 (about $150 per capita). Spending under social programs avatlable
to all 1s schedulad to rise in the next three years while poverty-oriented

programs drop as a proportion of total federal outlays over this period.

Tatadsaggregated-one—step-further-to-the-progrem-area-| evel—— —

111lustrate the distinction between trends in poverty programs and trends in

 wall_income_class® social _programs._ Chark 4 shows the enormous growth

4

JProgrms targeted primarily to lower ecqnomic grouns include Medicaid,
housing assistance; food and nutrition assistance; public assistance;
elementary, Secondary, and vocational education; and training, emloyment
and soclal services.

5/

~ Programs that are accessible to all economic groups include social
security and railroad retirement; federal employee and military retirement;
unesployment compensation; medical care except medicald; assistance to
students including GI Bi11; all other payments to {ndividuals; higher
education and research and education atds; and residual expenditures not
included in payments for individuals.

-
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Chart 4~
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in_real outlays per capita under D1d-Age and Survivors Insurance, and

graphs of spending under the other two Social Security fupds--Disability

2

Insurance and Medicare--would show a similar trend. Between 1960 and 1980 real

E

outlays per capita under OASI roughly tripled. By contrast, real assistance

piyments per capita under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children

{AFOC) reached a pesk in 1972 and have tapered off since then. (See Chart 5).

In FY 1981 AFOC outlays were $8.5 billion, and under President Reagan's
p!oposed FY 1983 budget, outlays for AFOC are scheduled under current

law to decline to $7.2 billlon In FY 1983 and stay at that level throuah
FY 1985. Outlays for AFDC would fall further to $5.9 billion in FY 1983

under Reagan's proposed legislatinn for AFOC. In any case, despite ail the «

rhetoric about welfare costs, outlays for AFDC will comprise no more

than 1 percent of the Federal budget {n the early 1980's.

bl
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One sector where the distinction between poverty social programs and

other soclal programs breaks down, however, is health care. Outlays .

under both Medicare and Medicald have been doubling in nominal terms

about every four years. Even after adjusting for infla‘tion and population

growth, federal outlays quadrupled under Medicare and {ncreased more éhan

four-fold under Medicald between 1967 and 1981 (see Table 2). h
The Food Stamp Program was expanded in 1971, but as table 2 shows, real

outlays per capita for this program hive tripled since this date. Furthermore,
this growth far exceeds the growth in the number of beneficiaries. In Medicaid,
for instance, the number of recipients grev sharply in the early years

(from 11,5 mi1lion in 1968 to 19.6 million in 1975). 3ut, between 1973

and 1978, the ncrease was quite small (19.6 million to 22,2 mi)1ion).

Yet real outlays per capita continued to soar over this period, rising from

140
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(real par cppita outlays.

snd ss 8 parcant of totsl federal outlsys)

Table 2

The Growth of Fadsrsl Qutlays

od Sccisl Programs, 1967-81

1.2 dollsxs

Food Stasps o Zedicare Medicsid
resl psr >~ Psrcent ofJ rsal per Percent of resl per Parcent of
Fiacal years capits dollarxs Total Outlsys capita dollars TotaloOutlsys capita dollsrs Totsl Outlsya
1967 $0.70 0.1% $21.50 2.2% $7.40 0.7%
19711 . 7.80 0.7
1981 22.20 1.6 84.40 . 6.3 33.00 2.5
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$21.00 1n‘1973 to $31.50 in 1978, Thus, while the number of Medicaid
beneficiaries rose by 13 percent from 1973 to 1978, real per capita
outlays rose 50 percent. This growth reflects the fact that in recent
years over half the increase in Medicaid outlays represents utilization
increases by a fairly fixed population.6

It is important to recognize that ‘a number of our retirement

programs, as currently structured, represent ticking time bombs. Failure

to make any alterations in the benefit structure facing future retirees
or in the financing mechanisms will 1ead, ultimately, to an explosion of
costs. For example, proposals to bail out the OASI fund by borrowing
from the Hedicare fund represent a classic case of “robbing Peter to Day
Paul.” As long as we treat the current age of retirement with full .
benefits, the current indexing formula, or the current low limits on *
earnings assoctated with Social Security as untouchable or-sacrosanct, we._ _

will be faced with a grim choice between bankrupt funds (reneqing

on our social contract with future retirees) or steeoly rising payroll

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

taxes. Indeed, by the year 2020, payroll taxes on employers and emnloyees
combined would reach a staggering Ievél of about 21 1/2 percent under the
present benefit structure.l/ Jtoreover, meaningful reforms (instead of
more Band-Aids) need not rob curient retirees of any of their benefits.

Instead, they would arrest the srocess whereby each succeeding cohort of

[
see Frank A. Sloan, “The Rising Cost of Medicaid,* forthcoming paper.

1/

~ This figure is for OASDHI. It is based on projections of the 1981
Trustees of the Social Security Administration that assume for the long
run an inflation rate of 4.0 percent, an unemoloyment rate of 5.0
percent, and real GNP growth of 2,7 percent. Lless optimistic assumptions,

of course, would mefn that 1t would take an even steeper increase in
payroll taxes to maintain the current benefit structure.

N
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retirees receives a higher 11ving standard than the preceeding qrqups.  These
changes could be phased in gradually over time without adversely offecting
current. recipients. ’

In the Federal Civil Service Retirement System real Oqtlavs per
capita have roughly tripled over the last twelve years and now ;cc0unt

for an estirated 30.8 percent of payroll for federal civiiian workers.

But, according to the President's,Commission on Pension Policy (1980),

1{ this retirement system were funded ;ccording to the criteri2 established
under tiae Erployee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA)--that is to

sdy, {f the federal government practiced what it preached--outlays

for retirement would soar to an estiuted\?& 8 percent of payroll.y

To Put such a figure in perspective, consider that it is roughly double

the proportion of payroll accoun;ed for by ull employee benefits, taken

E

togethér, Tn the private sector. The combination of fully-indexed

cost-of-livinq‘ adjustments, early retirement with full benefits, the

—————generous—treatment—of Soctal Security—income—for—dust-beneftctartes; and— ———

other factors has contributed to the disparity between retirement benefits
in the federal and private sectors. That this situation represents a
ticking time bomb 1s dramatized by the President's Commission's estimte
of the unfunded 1{ability for accrued benefits under the Civil Service
Retirement Fund--$304.8 61111on. A more recent estimate by Congressman
John Erlenborn places this figure at $469.5 bi11ion. When all nine

federal pension funds are aggregated, Erlenborn calculates an unfunded

Al
g \
President's Commission on Pension Policy, Federal Pension Programs,*
January 1981, pp. 11-i111, p. 8.

This proportion was estimted to be 37.1 percent for 1980. See U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, Employee Benefits 1980.

.
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Tiability of $906.8 billion. The Reagin adninistration deserves some

credit for its attempt to address one aspect of this problem in its

. FY 1983 budget proposals. To correct the inequity that finds current

retirees with lower annuities than those with the same work iistory who
retired earlier, the Reagan budget adjusts fu_‘ture civil servicc retirement
annuities by the lesser of the increase in the CPI or the increase in
General Schedule pay for Federal employees, and holds down future idjustments
for these annuitants until they fall in line with the benefits of new
retirees wtih comparable servicg.'l_l'l

Regrettably, however, the latest Reagan proposal for Federal pay
dropped the administration's 1981 request that Fedu‘-a] pay determinations

be broadened to include total compensation comoarability rather thin

| ___anpual_pay_adjustments based on_salary alone, Other reforms with s‘unnoor_t___*

from GAO and4a series of Presidential commissions, such as the broidening

of the scobe of the Professional, Administrative, Technical and Clerical

O
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workers §ﬁrvey. are also missing from the admin!stration's latest provosal.

The need to improve usrk !ncantivas

In poverty, income maintenance, and retirement proqrams, we need to
pay more attention to improving work incentives for able-bodied, healthy
individuals. High effective m;réinal tax rates on earnings discourage

work effort; in a short-sighted effort to save current outlays through

10/
~ Congressman John Erlenborn, News Release, January 19, 1982.

11/
~ See Budget of the United States Government, FY 1983, pp. 5-147-148,
“ N
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sharp benefit reduction rates assoctated with increased earnings, the

governsent has glued people faster to a state of dependency and, ironic;lly.
probably boosted federal outlays over the long haul.

‘ Regrettably, some of the disincentives for uork. by yclfare recipients
were dugmented in the recent 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation bild,

and the Reagan administration, which supported these changes, has proposed
further steps in its FY 1983 budget th;t would exacerbate this problem.

In the 1981 legislation, Congress cffectivelyll:epnled the *30 and a

third® rule that at least provided some incentive for an AFOC beneficlary .
to increase work effort. Under the r;cw law, the "$30 + 1/3* disreqard

sy be applied only for the first four months of emloyment. After four
months, every penny of net earnings is subtracted from wclfan"e henefits,

effectively-negating-any-advantage-to-current-recipients—of -continuing-

to work. Moreover, the expense disregard used to calculate net earnings

was standarcized and capped so that over time its value will shrink,

further dampening the incentive to work. The work expense disregard
was set at $70) per month, and the child care deduction !inited to $160
per month pze child for full-time work throughout the month. Also, the
law imposed an eligibility 1imit restricting benefit payments to families whose
" gross family income does not exceed 150 percent of the states’ need
standirds. The Act also tightens the family rescurce 1imits by lowering
. the cap on assets (other than a home and one car) from $2,000 to $1,000.
and allowing states to consider as income the value of Food Stamps and

rent or housing subsidies to the extent that these amounts dudlicate food

%
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q
or housing components in the state's standard of need. The Reconciliation
Act also institutes retrospective budgeting and monthly reporting. and
requires states to correct payment errors prosotly.

[n evaluating the impact of the benefit reduction rate on labor
supply, it {s important to include not only the effect on the work effort
of current recipients, but also the effect on families with slightly
higher incomes who are newly qualified by ‘the higher break-even 1ines-
associated with lower effectiveltax rates as well as the effects on the
work effort of taxpayers who are supporting both groups. Studies of
lab;)r supply effects of the AFNC program indicate clearly that the effect
on current recipients of higher effective tax rates is neqativ;e. ¥
Increasing the “tax rate“ by 10 percentage points. for example, {s predicted

~4in-two-studies to. lower employment_rates_by an estimated 1.4 - 2,1
percentage nolnts.'l's', Studies which include the other qroups 2re more

{nconclusive, as the effects on labor supply of newly-qualified AFDC

recipients seem to g:fset the effects on existing recipients to a
significant degree.

"

12/See, for examole, Irwin Garfinkel and Larry Orr, “Welfare Policy and
Emloyment Rate of AFDC Mothers,” National Tax Journal, June 1974
27(2), pp. 275-84; Robert Williams, "Pub:ic Assistance and Work Effort.”
Princeton, N.J.: [Industrial Relations Section, Princeton University,
1975; and Daniel H. Saks, "Public Assistance for Mothers in an Urbhan
Labor Market,” Princeton, N.J.: Industrial Relations Section, Princeton
University, 1975, -

g

Garfinkel and Orr, op. cit., and Williams, op. cit.

—

4/

For a thorough review of the literature on tals sublect. see Sheldon
Danziger, Robert Haveman, and Rohar: Plotaick, “"How Income Transfer
Programs Affect Work, Savings, and the Income Distribution,”

Journal of Economic Literature. vol. XIX (September 1981).

pp. 975-1028.
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A recent survey of the literature on work disincentive features of
social prograns by Danziger, Haveman, an;! Plotnick indicates that relative
to a counterfactual of zero public transfers, the combination of all
social insurance and public assistance programs reduces work hours by
transfer recl;ﬂonts by 4.8 percent of the total work hours of all workers.
The authors suggest that this is likely to be an upper boundary because
private transfers would have their own work disincentives. The extent
to which this reduction in work by current recipients would be offset by
the effects on the work effort of others is uncertain.

In evaluating program changes, we should understand that some chanqes
miy save the fedecal government a few dollars today, but could cost the
taxpayers more tOmorrow. P}oponents of these changes arque that with

the prior incentiyes in place, the number of welfare recipients who

"worked themselves off welfare” was not very impressive; but this is not

the proper criterion, Hany people who were still "on welfare” were less

\ dependent on welfare as earnings from work provided a relatively larger
proportion oY their total incomes ind public assistance benefics provided

a relatively smaller share of their total incomes. As taxpayers, we

hould not prefer a higher total welfare bill with a marqinally smaller
caseload to 2 lwer.total‘prlcg tag with a marginally higher caseload.
It 1$\not the number of people “on welfare" that we should focus on as such
as how\mny of them ‘are on the path toward reduced dependency on the

taxpa,yers\ (1f they are able to work) and a relatively greater--even {if

'

See Danziqer, Haveman, and Plotnick, op. cit., p. 996.

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




144

16/
not yet total--reliance on thejr own individual work effort.

A similar trend is evident\in chinges in the Food Stamp program
where the earnlngs. disregard was,lowered marginally from 20 dercent to 18
percent in 1981 and a current pr&osal by the Reagan administration would
eliminate the disregard altogether)and increase the benefit reduction
rate from 30 to 35 percent. \

Congress could improve work incentives for current Program recinients
either by lowering the benefit reduc\tlon rate under individual progqrams
1i{ke AFOC or Food Stamps or by capp‘lpg the cumulative tax rate for those
receiving benefits from more than on‘ proqram.

in addltlon. by leaving the capion the Earned Income Tax Credit
frozen at $500 per year (where it m; been for three years), Congress
has allowed dny beneficial effect on:work incentives associated with this

program to erode in real terms,

The 1981 Reconciliation Act also allows states to_institute required

ERI!
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“workfare" programs for AFOC recipients and authorizes states to offer 2
work supplementution progrim. The administration and the Congress now
seem to place more fnthiin requiring many AFDC recipients to work than in
notivating them to work. It seems unfortunate and unfair for the federal

government to reduce the incentive to work through changes in programmatic

feztures and then tell the states to find a way to qet recipients workina.

16/
For a comprehensive analysis of the issue of work incentives in social
programs, see Vee Burke. *Nork Disincentives in Income-Tested Programs,™
Congressional Research Service Report No. 80-158 EPN, October 24, 1980,

118
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The concept of workfare treats welf_are benefits as a kind of "stigma*
or punishment that must be "worked nff.” In this sense, it is worth
recalling that despite the popular mythology fdepicting lazy men refysing
to work, only about.10 percent of all AFOC families have a father in\the
home. While zs.states offer the AFOC-UP program for families where a .
father is unemployed, only S percent of all AFDC famiiies in December
1980 were covered under this program. .

The Jjudgment implicit in the 1981 act is thatlin female-headed
families where no children are under three years old, the woman's day-
time hours are always spent more productively at work than at h('uue. 1
guestion this implicit premise. Society may sav.e 4 few dollars in public
assistance payments' as these women work at Iow-wige Jobs, only to lay out
many more dollars through the juvenile justice system as children without
much parental attention get into trouble. I would prefer to offer
financial inducements to work so that those who wish to work will do so,

T ——

but permit those household heads who believe that their fanily needs >

are better served if thgy postpone working to stay at home. We need to
question the basic structure of a program 1ike AFOC that makes benefits

contingent upon both unemployment or under-employment by a male head and

employment by a female head.

Finally, other features of public assistance proqrams damage work
incentives by treating applicants for public assistance who are working
less generously than current recipients (AF'< denfes the work incentive
bonus to applicants) and by ending eliqibility abrustly when a threshold
is reached (e.g., Medicaid and AFDC-UP). The latter feature discourages

full-time work by the father of a welfare family and can cause the loss of

E MC 92:634 O—82~=11
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hundreds of dollars of medical benefits when one dollar is earned at the
,threshold line. The former work gisincentive could be ended by extending
AFDC elig‘ibility to the break-even level of earnings for everyone, while
~  the full-time work disincentive under AFDC-UP could be reduced by a

straight earnings test for two-parent families combined with droppinql;t}e

requirement that a father be unemployed in order to receive benefits.” .
We need to alter features of our welfare system that eithgr encourade families
to break up in order to receive assistance or encourage uneroloyment for
progran elign;ility.

Public assistance recipients are not the only federal benefician‘-es
to face stiff work disincentives. The strong penalty on earnings above

\56000 per year for Social Security reciplents discourages work among the

elderly who can work and wish to work. The Reagan administration had an
effsctive plan for phasing out this_,ea;-nings ceiling in its 1981 Social
Security reform plan, but th,‘s prudent, phase-out was a casualty of the
fate of the overall Reajan jocial Security proposal.

Skilled workers in manufacturing industries also faced a stronS work

disincentive prior to 1981 from the cumulative structure of Unemoloyment
Compensation, Trade Adjustment Assistance, and.pfivate Supplemental
Unemployment Benefits. Th& changes proposed by President Reaqan and
adopted by the Con‘gress helped reduce this work disincentive and end the
situation 1n which many workers on layoff actually received more after-tax
income than 1f they had been working.

i These panalties on work are not only penny-wise and pound foolish
from the perspective of the federal government, but also dispiriting to
beneficlaries whose sense of self-worth and usefulness would often be

enhanced by voluntary participation in the work force.

-

Sée Vee Burke, op. cit., pp. 83-84,
9. cit.
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Facing difficult choices

Beginning about two years g0, the share of our resources
devoted to defense spending started to increase, and today is about 6
percent. At the same time the rate of increase in social spending by
the Federal government has slowed, but not by‘ nearly enough to avert
huge ongo;ng federal deficits, give;phnned defense spending Snd
the 1imit to future tax increases enacted in the form of tax cuts for
1981-83 as well as the indexation of marginal tax rates beginning in 1985.
The combination of these trends is l1ikely to yield large federal
deficits even as sharp cuts in soéial programs are epacted. Some experts
have estimated that such deficits would be in the range of $200 billion
per sear.in the mid-1980's, or even higher to the extent that addiiional
defense spenqinq ’1ncreases beyond those currently proiected are undertaken.

Some observers have discounted the importance of these projected
deficits on the grounds that either there is enough slack in our economy
to render deficits relatively harmless or that the deficits continue to
be a relatively small percentage of our GNP, smaller than for many other
countries. But', while deficits nay be less problemmatical in a slack
than a bouyant economy, the dangers of deficits cannot be easily dismissed.
Firs;, because of the rise in the so-called full-employment unemployment
“ate, our definttion of “slack“ has changed over time, so that there is a
tendency to believe, mistakenly, that we have enough slack in the econony
to render sizeable deficits relatively harmless. Higher rates of “n
unemployment today than in earlier periods of our history are a reflection

not only of slack demand, but also of demographic chandes in the labor

aQ
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force and of extended voluntary search for work. The latter develooment
has probably been fostered by the adverse work incentives incorporated in
some of our social programs.

Second, the share of GNP accounted for by deficits must be measured
against the available pool of savings. If we, had a savings rate as high
as the Federal Republic of Germany or Japan, there would be less reason for
concern about deficits of the magnitude that are projected through the mid-1980'S
But, in cur low-savings economy, such deficits would use up a very large
proportion of the total pool of savings, and would surely limit housing
and capital formation. The contention that the savings rate will rise
enough to make room for such deficits, thereby averting higher 1ntere§t
rates, is more of a hope than a reality, and reflects an unduly sanauine
view of household behavior. Instead, we are likely to see 2 squeeze on
private investment which, in turn, will both comlicate the
task of our monetary authorities and contribute ultlﬁately to lower
productivity and supply shortfalls as private investment Projects are
postponed. What I am suggesting is that federal deficits add to inflationary
Pressures if they are monetized because they constitute dissaving and
are unlikely to be offset by sharply higher rates of personal and business
saving., But, {f deficits do not lead to a more expansive money supply,
they will drive up interest rates, with an adverse impact on housing,
automobile purchases, thrift institutions, etc.

The process of holding back on an upturn in the tax burden is

1ikely to conflict with our desire to reduce federal deficits in the
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ensuing years, unless deep cuts in fedsral nondefense outlays are accomolished.
I am not advocating such cuts; rather, I am observing that they would be
necessary to feconcﬂe the tension among the objectives.inherent in

current gt;vemnent policy. Moreover, the more we want to expand the

share of our ?utgut devoted to national defense, the more Draconian the

i
cuts in nondcfe:,:'e outlays would have to be to reconcﬂe_ the tax, defense, |

and deficit objectives.

- Although thelse competing goals--holding down an increasing tax
burden, reducing d;ficits to improve our chances for reducing {nflation
ind interest rates, and increasing our defense capabilities:--are not
lnhenntly/(rreconci\_lablc, {t may he extremely difficult (in both
economic a:ld political terms) to make significant progress on all three

fronts simultaneously over a short period of time. It {s vital 1) to

estab‘lls\h priorities among these objectives, while indicating that none
of the goals {s being abandoned; and 2) to establish realistic timetables

for these objectives to reduce the tensions between them.

A New Strateqy: Program Overhauls and Private Sector Initiatives

The conflict between ongoing social needs and the diminished
capacity of the Federal government to address these needs necessitates
1) the development of fundamental reforms in the benefit structure and
the delivery and financing mechanisms of social programs; and 2) a greater

reliance on private sector initfatives to alleviate social problems.

Q 153
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Progran fedes ign

By delivering an adequate quantity and quality of social services
at a lower resource cost, we can lessen the need to respond to the
evéporation of available funds by 1) cutting eligibility; -2) reducing
bengfi;s per eligible recipient; and 3) putti.ng price controls or rate
ceilings on service provfde-rs that lead to a reduction'in the availability
and/or quality of the services. None of these strategies is desireable.

Regrettably, structural reforms in social programs often fall victim
to short-iterm budgetary ancerns. Thus, long-term budqetary relief is
sacrificed to the reluctance of any current polic’ reqime to foreqo short-
term savings or to incur a temporary upturn in outlays. Over the past
decade, welfare reform proposals were discussed and discarded. The plans
entailed higher costs initially as a result of lower benefit.reduction
rates (welfare “tax rates”) and more equal benefits across geographic
areas, but held out promise of an eventual slowdown in outlays as improved work
1ncent|’ves encouraged welfare recipients to substitute work for dependency.

A similar problem faces current market-oriented ~~form proposals in
heajth care. Currently, cost sharing in Medicare and Medicaid occurs at
the “back-end“ when people have incurred huge medical bills and is quite
limited for routine services at the “front-end.” Federal aid to the poor
is inequitable, systemmatically excluding millions of people on the basis
of family status. Open-ended tax subsidies encourage first-dollar
insurance coverage for a broad variety of health services which in turn
has led to increased demand for services. We have “stacked the deck*

against a variety of innovative delivery systems that promise to comete

| —y
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with the dominant delivery system. And we have entaﬁgled the health care
system in 2 labyrinth of largely ineffective government regulations.
Health care reform Dropo§als feature: 1) a more rational system of

cons.=ar cost-sharing that encourages people to economize ¢1 the use Of

~ routine health services while at the same tine offering hette, protection
for expenses associated with serfous {llnesses; 2) federal aid that
increases with increasing need, and vice versa; 3) fixed dollar instead
of open-ended federal subsidies to aid those who are unable to purchase
adequate health insurance; and 4) fair competition among alternative
health care plans for the consumers' dollar. In the long run, incorporating
these changes into government policy will require a major overhaul of
federal programs. .

By reforming the system of retrospective cost reimbursement,
épen-ended tax subsidies, and a heavy reliance on planning and regulation
characterizing current government health care policies, we might achieve
an abatement in health cost increases over time without jeopardizing the
quality of or access to care. But, the growth in outlays will not be
reduced immediately (and could accelerate) while increased revenues may
inftially be minimal.

Instead of a promising set of reforms, we have seen, from hoth the
Reagan administration and its predecessors, a continuation of budqet
ceflings, rate caps, and cost-shifting as the federal qovernment strives
for short-term savings. ’

In Medicare and Medicaid, the Reagan adminfistration thus far has

offered an agglomeration of marginal budget cuts that simply shift the

o,
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cost of caring for the elderly and the 1n.¢'iigent to patients, providers,
and esployers. This strategy allows the actual cost of these programs
to continue to skyrocket, while chipping awdy the edges of those costs
and changing their form. In the end, this strateqy sixoly spells a
combination gf cutbacks in services to the groubs ’1n need or 3 shift in
the cost from taxes to higher out-of-pocket health outla:vs and higher
health insurance presjums.

To_the extent that these opportunities for reform are missed or
- postponed continuously, efforts by.the Federal goverament to "cap” or
reduce its own invcivement in these Programs will only shift the difficult
choices between tax increases, benafit reductions, ané price controls to
lower levels of government. There are numerous examples {n areas such
as housing, child-welfare, and health care where programs could be re-directed
away from costly delivery mechanisms to more effective, efficient strategies
that are also more consistenf with consumer choice and the dignity of prodram

participants.

Private sector initiatives

We are now facing a dilesma in social Do'licy: the American peodle
sti1l want to Pursue the basic social goals embodied in past qovernment
programs; but they are reluctant to continue paying the freight, Moreover,
as people ratify, if not compel government's pursuit of other qoals (e.q.,
returning the tax increases attributable to past “bracket creep” and

enhincing our defense posture) a squeeze is placed on the qovernment

resources available for social programs, exposing this latent contradiction

Y
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in pudblic attitudes.

In part, this dilemna may be resolved as elected officials perceive

the public's desire to maintain the basic governmental role in meeting human
needs and ease up on budget cutting. This development, which is

" already unfolding, will force a choice between higher taxes and large
deficits translating into either higher interest rates or inflation. As
argued earlisr, basic reform and redesign of our government programs is
a promising way to ease the tension among the public’'s desires. But,
such reforms cannot be devised and implemented over night. Thus, we
need to pdy more attention now to the potential of private sector imitiatives
for improving our social problems.

[ do not suggest a greater reliance on the private sector in the
provision of basic human needs such as health care, nutrition, or pudlic
assistance. These needs must be met primarily through government
assistance, and as I have indicated, wa can effectuate long-term savings
in government programs in these areas by fundamentally redesigning the
delivery and financing mechanisms and improving the work incentive features
of these programs. Moreover, [ believe that meeting these basic human
needs 1s the responsibil ity of the federal government. Thes.e problems
are national in scope, and will not be addressed by devolving them to
lower levels of govarnment. Such a step w;)uld only transfer the difficult
choices between benefit cutbacks, tax increases, and program reforms to
the States, and would foster an uneven access to basic social services

n' of such vital human
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services is unrealistic, it would be possible to build more market-oriented

incentives into our federal human service programs.
In other non-defense program areas such as community development,
housing rehabilitation, education, agriculture, and transportation, 1 do
see a growing role for the private sector. We have relied too heavily on
rigid, uniform federal programs in these areas that are more amenihle to {

localized solutions tailored to local circumstances. |

Concluding Remarks

|
It is worth reemphasizing that I view the increasing inability to
fulfill our social contract with program beneficiaries as a major social
problem in the U.S. The enormous cost of fully meeting the expanded
obligations of the government to recipient groups is putting a strain on
those who are paying the bill. And, the huge increase in social spending

i{s not attributable to welfare programs, but rather orimarily to program
benefits available to all economic groups. Indeed, many of the henefits i
under such social programs are indexed for inflation while most workers do not
have cost-of-1iving escalator chuses.ﬁl Moreover, many of the benefits

are tax-exenst while earnings from work are subject to income and payroll
taxes.

The typical worker in the private sector of the U.S. economy has

187
““About 6 of 10 workers in major union contracts (1000 or more workers)
are covered by escalators, but outside of this sector--which is only

* * ~nd sha 11 € b - manclebans wa emmna) Mamma soan
about ona-tanth of the U S, work force- 23C2l3lors arc unusudil. Torcdlcn,

escalator clauses in the collective bargaining contracts typically do not
match the full increase in the Consumer Price Index. The average "yield"
or recovery was 58 percent of the Consumer Price Index in 1980. (Source:
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics).
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experienced a decline in real income in recent years as higher taxes and

accelerating inflation eroded the purchasing power of employee compensation.

Many program beneficiaries are insulated from this decline in real income
by the indexation and tax-exempt status of their benefits. And, some of
these beneficiaries are not irpoverished by any means. The "social
cont:ract" referred to earlier covers not only the poor, but also groups
such as auto and steel workers receiving Trade Adjustment Assistance
while waiting to return to their prior jobs. This program--originally
designed to relocate workers from dying industries to more vibrant ones--
became largely an income maintenance program for middle class manufacturing
workers. The cost of TAA soared from $34 million in FY 1976 to about
$3 billion in FY 1981. This is not to argue that social programs serving
non-poor fndividuals lack justification entirely, but rather to of)serve

' tha;the process of raising the protective umbrella to cover more groups
has led to a situation where some who are less needy are being protected--
goftan in a tax-free, inflation-proof fashion--by others who are more
needy and more vulnerable to both higher inflation and higher taxes.

This disparity between the experience of those who are assmﬂand
\hose who are assisting has both 41}ninished the willingness of workess to
continue financing these programs and damaged the incentive to trade a
status of dependency fi)r work among benefit recipients who are able to
work, {Indeed, the adverse work incentives associated with some of the

overlapping benefit programs have probably increased unemployment. If

Ways are not found to ease the strain On The WOrKINg pupuietivin wiv suat

support both the non-aged in a dependent status and the steadily-swelling

.
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nusber of aged people, the result could be growing class and inter-
generational conflicts in U.S: society.

In part, these confiicts could be eased by a relaxation or postponement
of the comnitments to increase our defense capability or to reduce
inflation, A retreat from these objectives, of Ct;urse. would bring
other problems and conflicts to the foreground. I will Jet the reader
decide how much emphasis or priority to give these different ohjectives,

My main point is that they cannot all e achi'e.v,ed simultaneously in 3

brief period of time, and the resultant tradeoffs must he soberly addressed.
These tradeoffs can be reduced, however, to the extent that we are

willing to 1) remove the non-needy from income mainterance programs; 2)
irprove the work mcﬂ\tive features of social programs, 3) tighten up
claims review, returnin.g programs to thei}- original intent; 4) redesign
programs with uncontrollable cost increases, and 5) rely to a areater

extent on the resources of the private sector to meet oyr social needs.

Senator DeNTON. Thank you, Dr. Meyer.

I think that the President is heading more in your direction than
you might believe. But he had to put some kind of a bandage
around his finger here in terms of caps, which might not be favora-
ble to programs.

Could you elaborate on the role of the private sector in meeting
the social needs of the American people?

Dr. MeYER. Yes.

I think that there is a tendency in the country today, which is
often fed by media accounts of this, to think of a dollar cut from
the Federal budget, particularly in social programs, as a dollar of
unmet needs. It is almost like you put an ax to the dollar.

But, in fact, there exists a wide variety of groups in our society,
oiher than the Gusectunent, that are helping to mest those needs.
We see business, labor unions, church, and neighborhood organiza-
tions often coming up with low budget, but effective solutions to
our social problems: youth crime, drug addiction, and so on,

We are studying many of those areas at the American Enterprise
Institute. We have looked at programs by firms like Honeywell,
IBM, and also many labor unions and volunteer organizations

One of the things that I find—and I think this might be of inter-
est to you—is that these efforts in the private sector often spring
from individual efforts related to family considerations.

For instance, a woman in West Philadelphia that we have talked
with became interested in the problem of youth crime when she
found out her son was a member of a youth gang that was involved
in homicides. She took some direct action that started at the family
level by bringing some of his friends in this gang into her home
She ultimately expanded by purchasing the town-house or row
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house next door and developed a kind of extended family context
and tried to re-channel some of the energy that these people had.
And the results were dramatic.

She now has an ongoing program throughout west Philadelphia.
But it started with her concern over her son.

Similarly, a major labor union initiative sprang from the inter-
ests of one individual, a steelworker, who saw his, uncle very de-
pressed and deteriorating, having just left 30 some years of active
. This gradually developed inito a small community project and
nationwide program run by the steel workers union.

I don’tynean to suggest, sir, that these efforts will immediately
fill the gdp. There has been too much of that rhetoric. There will
be pains/ of adjustment as the Federal Government scales back its
effort. But I think we should pay more attention to and highlght
the kinds of solutions which are developed closer to the people in
need, run by people whom they turn to and trust in times of need,
to get an idea of how we might begin to adjust to this scaling back
of Federal Government programs.

Senator DenToON. Well, I certainly agree with you, sir. I believe
that we in this field of endeavor up here, especially the staff people
involved, need not fear that they will be called upon to phase
themselves out of a job by this federalistic approach because (a) we
are handling way more than we can give the proper time and pains
to handle properly, and (b) it is wasting money. And they can be
put to work, if they will but find the will to shift the emphasis
from the ineffective Federal approach, which has grown like
topsey. X

I can use this example a thousand times, of Socrates when he
went through his many potential governments or democracies.
Sooner of later the people will proceed and get their hands in the
till and the elected officials will start favoring greed over the indi-
vidual's best interest. And I believe that in our conscientious effort
to avoid that we were successful in perhaps the last 15 or 25 years,
during which time frame we got into it in a big way.

Dr. MeveR. [ would like to add one thing to that.

In addition to studying more and highlighting more of the role of
the private sector, we should also look at the various barriers that
the Government, particularly the Federal Government, but also

is no

State and local governments, have placed in front of these self help
groups.

Senator DeNTON. I agree with your premise. I think there is one
major weakness in what the administration has done.

e intend, as you know, to work with you all on this and we will
try. The problem with welfare reform is the incremental approach
you can take. But we will try. | have Paul Laxalt and others ’en-
couragement to go ahead and do it.

Dr. MEyer. I am sure that the President didn't intend to discour-
age work effort, knowing his philosophy. I think that the work dis-
incentives may be an accidental side effect of steps he was taking
for vther reasuns, which he felt were justified for other reasons.
And [ understand that.

But [ was going to say that I think the Government at all levels
has placed barriers in front of these people. Credentialing require-
ments. Someone referred earlier tu tax incentives for a grandmoth-

Q
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er or an aunt to watch a child instead of all this institutional day
care.

Well, it turns out there are many requirements in certain areas.
You have to have a masters degree in social work or you have to
meet this and that zoning code, which if you are a residential unit

"you ¢an’t do.

But across the Federal Government there is a whole panoply of
these kinds of regulations that need to be studied, as well as incen-
tives that the Government could use.

. Senator DENTON. I think you have answered the remainder of
our quéstions, at least 80 percent.

So, I want to thank you, Dr. Meyer. I look forward to a continu-
ing relationship with your Institute.

I would like to thank the few members of this audience that
have remained. It is not a very exciting subject perhaps, but I
think a lot of the action required to solve the Nation’s source of the
illness is in the area we have been addressing this morning.

Thank you again, Dr. Meyer.

The subcommittee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, the subcommittee was adjourned at 12:50 p.m.]
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